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ABSTRACT 

This report examines the current condition of 
university research facilities that are considered part of a college 
or university campus facility. The report reviews past and present 
federally sponsored programs designed to help the Nation's 
universities expand and modernize their research facilities. Recent 
surveys conducted by higher-educational associations and the Federal 
Government, to assess the current condition and construction of 
research facilities of the Nation's universities are also discussed. 
Finally, the report presents a number of different issues Congress 
may eventually have to address, in considering current university 
concerns about their research facilities. This document also contains 
appendices which include a list of research facilities surveys 
discussed in the report, and papers dealing with explicit rent 
charges, tax-exempt financing, university facilities audits, and 
universities receiving direct congressional approrpations for 
research facilities. (TW) 
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ABSTRACT 



Thi9 report examinee the current condition of university research 
facilitie. that are considered part of a college or university campus 
facility. The report reviews past and present federally sponsored 
programs designed to help the Ration's universities expand an d 
modernise their research facilities. Recent surveys conducted by 
higher-educational associations and the Federal Covernment, to assess 
the current condition and level of research facilities construction 
activities of the Ration's universities are also discussed. Finally, 
the report presents a number of different issues Congress may 
eventually have to address, in considering current university concerns 
about their research facilities. 
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CHAPTEH I. IinrBOOUCTIOM 



In the past several y^ars, there have been increasingly 
disturbing signs that higher education's infrastructure 1 for 
supporting research and development is deteriorating. The Nation's 
universities play a crucial role in support of America's research and 
development (fi&D) enterprise. Universities nov perform over half of 
sll federally sponsored basic research*, and 13 percent of all 
federally sponsored R&D. 3 Universities and colleges are also 
responsible for training the bulk of our future scientists and 
engineers, and professionals. Consequently, the ability of our 
institutions of higher learning to successfully carry out these 
responsibilities is a matter of great national concern.* 

A number of different individual analysts snd reports strongly 
suggests that the Nation's university research facilities are in such 
poor condition, that they undermine the universities' ability to 

. J * According to the National Science Foundation, infrastructure 
is defined broadly to include not only the supporting environment for 
academe research--the facilities, equipment, information resources, 
and institution relationships-but also the human resource, that 
comprise the system-the faculty and graduate students. As implied, 
the infrastructure is taken to include not only support for current 
university research, but, the education and training of those who will 
do future academic research as well. 

19R5 2 ioL Cder V io^ 8 f ?c Re5 ". rch and Develo,«ent: Fiscal years 
1985, 1986, and 1987. v. 35. National Science Foundation, p. 52. 

3 Ibid., p. 13. 

4 Wilson, Linda S. The Capital Facilities Dilemma. i n "The 
State of Craduate Education" Ed. Bruce, L. R. Smith. Brookings 
Institution. Washington, D.C. 1985. p. 12L 

(1) 



2 



achieve their primary responsibility of teaching and research* In his 
book, Crunbl i nft Academe , Harvey Kaiser , from Syracuse University, 
assess the current condition* of university facilities in the 
following manner; "The halls of academe are crumbling* Buildings, 
grounds, and utilities ♦ . . are in dilapidated condition, endangering 
life and property* The vitality of the higher education enterprice is 
in jeopardy. "5 

The National Science Foundation's (NSF) recently released 
survey, on the condition of university research facilities, at 165 
doctorate granting institutions chalie.i^es Kaiser's observations* 
According to NSF, the survey results suggest that despite the absence 
of an active Federal involvement in research facilities funding, the 
universities surveyed have embarked on a very aggressive mix of 
investment strategies in order to respond to their various research 
facilities needs* Further, the survey results indicate that over 80 
percent of both private and public universities have been involved in 
or are planning new research facilities construction activities in the 
next three to five years. ^ 

However, in general , the higher educational community is not 
happy with how HSF chose to interpret its survey findings* The 
academic community contends that NSF's report to Congress tended to 
accentuate the positive aspects of the d^/a, while underplaying the 
data's negative iopl ications . 

* Kaiser, Harvey H. Crumbling Academe: Solving the Capital 
Renewal and Replacement Dilemma* Washington, D*C* Association of 
Coverning Boards of Universities and Colleges* 1984* p* vi* 

6 Science and Engineering Research Facilities at Doctorate 
Granting Institutions* National Science Foundation, Sept* 1986* 
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Prior to World War II, the Federal Government playeO a United 
role in the support of university research facilities. However, 
during and after the war, the Federal Government emerged as one of the 
primary supporters of university research facilities, the growth of 
Federal funding for university-based research, included helping to 
finance modern and expensive research facilities. 

In 1942, Senator Harvey M. Kilgore, Chairman of the Subcommittee 
on War Mobilisation, opened three years of hearings on the formation 
of science policy, but they did not address Federal Government support 
for research facilities. Further, Vannevar Bush's report, Science-The 
Eidless Frontier^ which established the postwar justification for 
Federal support of research, did not mention the subject of public 
supi^t for research facilities.? Not until the 1947 Steelman Report, 
which examine* the status of American science, were facilities 
difcussed. The report recommended, "that the Federal Covemment 
provide aid to education institutions for the construction of 
fc^ilities and the purchase of expensive equipment. A beginning vaa 
made on this with the disposal of surplus property. It must now be 
put on a long-run basis. 11 ** 

In the 1956 Annual Report. Alan T. Waterman, the director of the 
National Science Foundation, (NSF) wrote that "when other sources are 
not available, the Federal Government must continue to provide funds 
for large scale facilities urgently needed for important basic 



Stine, Jeffrey K. and G. A. Good. Government Funding of 
Scientific Instrumentation: A Review of U.S. Policy Debate Since 
world Wa^ II. Science Technology and Human Values, Summer 1986. 
p. 43. 



Ibid., p. 35. 



research. H ^ The HSF report indicated that the growing need for more 
sophisticated research facilities was a long tern phenomenon that the 
Federal Government would have to respond to on an ongoing basis* 

Consequently this report raised two new policy Issues* First, 
the high cost of research facilities often exceeded the resources of 
universities and private funding, and would requi re the Pederal 
Government to find resources to support this need* Second, and 
perhaps more important, it was found that the cost to maintain these 
facilities was higher than originally anticipated and that Pederal 
funding policy should take these ongoing maintenance costs into 
account* ^ 

Despite these early calls for Federal support. NSF data show 
that most direct support for construction and renovation of university 
research facilities has always been from non-Federal sources (e.g., 
State government, private giving, borrowing, and institutional funds)* 
Pederal tax policy, however, has encouraged private and institutional 
giving through foregone revenues* Nevertheless, with World War II and 
Korean veterans filling existing university classrooms and laboratory 
space, and the successful launch of Sputnik, direct Federal support of 
university facilities grew significantly* By the mid 1960s until the 
early 1970s Pederal funding for university research facilities 
accounted for 25 to 30 percent of the total* Even at the greatest 
level of contribution, the direct Pederal share never surpassed a 
third of the total. 11 NSF points out that these figures included the 

9 Ibid*, p* 36* 

10 ibid* 

U The Adequacy of University Research Facilities. PBA Issue 
Paper 83-64, National Science Foundation. Feb. 8, 1984* p* 2* 




cost of expensive research equipment as well* Recently released 
studies of Federal support for university research facilities estimate 
that the Federal share has now dropped to well below 10 percent of the 
total actual expenditures* 

William D. Carey. Executive Officer for the American Association 
for the Advancement of Science, asserted that "postwar funding 
policies were critically flawed in that they ignored the requirements 
for reinvestment in infrastructure, with the result that a massive 
reinvestment deficit has accumulated with predictable costs and 
consequences downstream*" 12 Along with Carey, others in the scien- 
tific community believe the Federal policy of trying to support the 
university infrastructure through individual project grants was a 
serious error. This approach allowed researchers to request funding 
for new research equipment, necessary to conduct their research, but 
made very little funding, if any. available for research facilities. 
Consequently, as many of the reports reviewed for this document havt 
indicated, some of the Nation's universities now find that they have a 
large unfulfilled need for new academic research facilities. 

While research instruments are the tools scient ists use to 
gather data, facilities are the environment within which the 
instruments are used. These two aspects of the physical research 
infrastructure are in most cases interdependent. Modern research 
facilities not only provide a location in which to use research 
equipment, in many cases they provide a carefully controlled physical 
environment required for the successful operation of many state-of- 
the-art measuring devices. 



Stine and Good, op. cit., p. 35. 
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This report focuses on the current condition of university 
research facilities that are considered part of a college or 
university caapus facility. The report does not discuss national 
laboratories that cay be associated with a university, but are usually 
treated as a separate R&D facility, with its own budget and 
administrative staff* 

Chapter two presents a number of different issues Congress cay 
eventually have to address, if the universities are to overcome their 
current problems with research facilities. Chapter three of this 
report contains an executive summary of the major findings. Chapter 
four presents an historical overview of Federal support for university 
research facilities. Besides reviewing Federal funding trends for 
facilities, the chapter highlights sooe of the early university 
research facilities programs that were supported by the major Federal 
R&D agencies. Chapter five reviews recent congressional activities in 
the area of university research facilities. Specifically, the chapter 
summarizes recent congressional hearings that have been held to 
evaluate the current conditions of the Hation's academic research 
facilities, at veil as legislative proposals designed to help the 
universities with their research facility needs. Chapter six reviews 
recently conducted surveys of academic research facilities, including 
NSF * s September 1986 report to Congress, ent i tied, Science and 
Engineering Research Facilities at Doctorate-Granting Institutions . 
Chapter seven analyses a number of various proposals to help 
universities finance the construction and renovation of their research 
facilities. Chapter eight examines the growing practice of some 
universities to secure funding for research facilities by appealing 
directly to Congress and bypassing the peer review process* Finally* 
chapter nine, outlines the implications inadequate research facilities 
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nay have for graduate and undergraduate education at the Nation's 
universities. 
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CHAPTER II. COBGRESSIOBAL ISSUES: OPTIOSS FGa ACTIOS 

The current state of university research facilities raises 
several potential policy concerns for Congress. Essentially these 
policy concerns center around the following set of questions: 

1. What should be the ongoing Federal role in 
assisting with the funding of university 
research facility construction activities? 

2. Do the data contained in NSF's Doctoral Granting survey 
adequately portray the level of need required to elevate 
university research facilities to world-class-levels? 

3. Is the traditional peer review process appropriate for 
determining which facility projects should receive Federal 
funding? 

4. What are appropriate measures to determine the extent to 
which outdated university research facilities threatens 
America s ability to compete on an international basis with 
other technologically advanced nations? 

There is general agreement in the academic community, though not 

necessarily within the Federal Government, that the current Federal 

approach of using individual-investigator grants as the primary 

mechanism to ensure an adequate research facility base is not 

realistic. The universities recognize that funding for university 

research facilities will have to come from a variety of different 

sources, including the Federal Government. For the period following 

World War II, the Federal Government traditionally, dir ctly supported 

65 percent of the cost of instrumentation and 20 percent of the cost 

of R&D plant. This policy changed in the late 1960s primarily because 

of controversy over grants to church-rel.-ted universities and 

(9) 
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difficulties in coming up with a geographically equitable distribution 
of grants* Critics contend that the current level of Federal support 
is not adequate* The basic questions are : What is the proper 
Federal role? What are the different isechanisns through which the 
Federal Government can carry out that role? Are the current levels of 
Federal support appropriate? To address these questions it Slight be 
helpful to review different mechanisms the Federal Government aight 
utilise to assist universities in eeeting the research facilities 
need 8* 

A number of university officials, for example, have recommended 
that Congress establish a separate budget category for university 
research facilities funding* They contend that the cost of construct- 
ing and maintaining research facilities should be entirely separate 
from budget categories associated with Federal support for university 
research and development* Linda S* Wilson commented on the current 
Federal approach: 

As the project system now operates, firm commitments of support 
are rarely given for longer than one year, and planned com- 
mitments are often given for only three years, rarely for more 
than five years* The system requires accountability by discrete 
project* Neither of these features ideally ensures adequate 
infrastructure* Both approaches encourage narrow focus and 
short-term effectiveness; infrastructure requirements are 
usually broad and long term** 3 

The University Research Facility Sevitalisation Act of 198S 
(U*R* 2823). introduced by former Congressman Don Fuqua. is one 
approach the university community believes should receive cc res- 
sional support* The academic community believes passage of a bill 
similar to Fuqua's proposal would re-establish direct congressional 
responsibility for helping to maintain and update the nation's 

13 Wilson, p* 123* 
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university research facilities. The intent of Mr* Fuqua's bill 
recognized the long term nature of the facilities problem; it would 
have provided up-front capital many universities do not have access 
to; it required matching funds from non-Federal sources; it gave the 
•ix major Federal R&D agencies legislative authority to fund 
facilities projects; (only NIH had such authority) and it required 
peer review for all university requested facilities projects* 

The major concern for Congress is how to fund such a program* 
In general the university research community does not want to see 
research funds sacrificed to support a Federal facilities program* 
Nevertheless, Congress must make spending choices among many 
worthwhile programs, but it may not be possible to fund both because 
of current budget constraints. 

Another approach supported by some university officials is the 
establishment of ao independent nonprofit corporation to provide low- 
rate loans, loan guarantees, and other financial assistance to 
universities fo- facilities construction. Congress has already pasaed 
a similar proposal when it created the College Construction Loan 
Insurance Association (CCLIA). The major concerns the academic 
community has with the CCLIA, is that it targets universities that are 
"non-i3nvestment grade, »M and that the current $50 niUion avmxmi 
funding level is inadequate. University representatives believe ell 
academic institutions should be eligible to participate « nd that 
Congress should consider a one time Federal appropriation of perhaps 
$500 million in order to leverage a pool of money large enough to meet 

l * Investment Grade refers to an academic institution's level of 
credit calibre. Universities classified as "non-investment grade" are 
considered poor credit risks and may not be able to borrow capital for 
facilities activities. 
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the requirements of all universities* However, the results of NSF's 
Doctoral Granting Survey may justify congressional support of a 
targeted facilities program* The survey indicated that the top 50 R&D 
schools account for over 60 percent of all planned construction 
activities between 1987 and 1991* 

These two approaches loom eore important in light of the 
recently passed tax law. which could reduce access of private 
universities to up front capital necessary to begin facilities 
construction. Congress may wish to examine whether the capping of 
tax-exempt bonds and subjecting certain categories of private 
donations to universities to minimum taxation may eventually place 
private universities at an unfair disadvantage in trying to compete 
with the public universities for Federal research dollcrs. Private 
universities, over the next five years, are planning to fund 81 
percent of their future facilities projects with tax-exempt bonds and 
private donations/endowments, (tax-exempt bonds 32 percent and private 
giving 49 percent) up from 42 percent of current facilities funding. 15 

Congressional consideration of re-establishing a major Federal 
role to support research facilities would probably raise the question 
of how such a program would be administered. Congress could consider 
a number of approaches. However, most of the facilities reports 
support either a centralized or decentralised approach. 

Those recommending a centralized approach have suggested that 
XSF be the coordinating agency. They point out that NSF has a long 
and close working relationship with the academic community, a history 
of managing similar programs (e.g.. past facilities programs and its 

15 NSF's Doctoral Granting Survey, p. 17. 
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current ingtruacat.it ion program) ind wrong support for the peer 
review process. A dees.ntraliaed approach would pLc* responsibility 
for supporting s fscilities program with each cf the six major Federsl 
RSD sgencies. Those who support this spprosch contend, that beuides 
just supporting basic research, HSF research interests « e to- narrow 
for such agencies as DOD and DOE. Congress may wish to request that 
OSTP coordinate such a program since it already worts with the six 
major research agencies ou a variety of different programs- 
Many in the academic community believe that Congress should 
raise the current use allowance rate for research facilities from 2 
rercent to 5 percent per y-ar.16 Primarily because univc-rity 
research administrators argue that the useful life span of a research 
facility is now closer to 20 years, rather than the 50 years the 
current use allowance rate acknowledges. This adjustment could 
possibly provide universities with additional sources of revenues 
necessary to help pay off their current and future fscilities related 
debt, such as tax-exempt bonds. 

It now appears that HSF's doctoral granting survey may have 
raised as many questions as it answered. Individual analysts and 
numerous educational associations argue that Congress should request 
that HSF obtain an independent analysis of its next facility survey 
questionnaire, which is currently being prepared for HSF's 1988 
facilities report to Congresc. The major purpose of such an analysis 
would be to determine if the survey is adequately designed to provide 
reliable information on the current condition of university research 

16 Use allowance or depreciation is compensation foT the use of 
an institution s buildings and equipment when conducting federally 
sponsored research, provided the facilities are used for institutional 
activities and are properly allocable to sponsored agreements. 
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facilities* The review would Also exaoine the extent to which the 
questionnaire will provide information on how well universities are 
capable of meeting their research facility needs. Some members of 
the academic community also believe NSP's survey would be a much more 
reliable instrument if they had an opportunity to make suggested 
revisions in the survey as well* 

If Congress were to re-establish a university research 
facilities program, a major question that would have to be addressed 
is: what kind of peer review system should be established to award 
Federal facility funds? Are new mechanisms required to establish 
priorities to allocate resources for the costs of research, including 
the costs of providing research facilities? The University Research 
Re vital izat ion Act of 1985 states funds should be awarded on a 
"competitive basis," utilizing three criteria: 

1. The quality of the research and training to be carried out 
in the facility; 

2. The congruence of the institution's research activities 
with the future research mission of the awarding agency; 
and 

3. The contribution which the project will make toward meeting 
national, regional, and State research and related training 
needs. 

If a decentralized facility program were endorsed, each agency 
could convene various pe ,r review panels of experts to help meet 
requirements one and two. If a centralized Federal facilities 
program, directed by NSP was operating then NSF would probably be able 
to convene various peer review panels. However, instituting a peer 
review system that incorporates a systematic assessment of national 
needs is a much more challenging task for Congress. One approach that 
might be considered is for Congress to ask such organizations as the 
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national Academy of Sciences or the National Science Board to apomor 
aeries of meeting, or vorkahopa in order to e.tabli.h prioritie. for 
national research facilities in various field* of science. 

Ultisuitely, no matter what peer review process emerges, the 
university canity ha. to recognire that a facility peer review 
process can only provide, ,t best, a very general evaluation of the 
potential for quality research to be performed in a particular 
facility. Thi, wa, acknowledged by those university representatives 
who introduced the concept of "comprehensive merit review," when they 
stated that the 

. . .allocation process for research facilities is not 

iaentVe?! V.M- r r " UU ° £ * COB1 P etition ««*>■* Proposal, for 
identical facilities ... the process i, the result of an 
evaluation on a case-by-case basis of technical merit, local 
capabilities and aspirations, and other factors . . . iocia i 
economic, and political. social, 

Congress also may wish to examine further the effect outdated 
university research facilities may be having on the ability of the 
nation's universities to produce top quality scientists and engineers. 
Concomitantly, Congress might want to further investigate if univer- 
sities are currently being forced to foreclose on promising line, of 
scientific investigation, due to inadequate re.earch facilities, as 
some have asserted* 




CHAPTER III. EXECUTIVE 3UMHARY 

This chapter presents highlights of the major findings of the 
different research facilities reports (listed in Appendix A) reviewed 
for this study regarding the current condition of university research 
facilities ♦ 



FEDERAL FUND INC 

o Funding for oajor Federal programs for construction of 
university research facilities declined 85 percent in constant dollars 
between FY 1963 and FY 1984. 

o The two largest federally sponsored research facilities programs 
were the NSF's Craduate Research Facilities Program and NIH' s Health 
Research Facilities Program* 

o Direct grants for graduate facilities ended in 1969 and for 
undergraduate facilities in 1973. In addition, o0 re than 88 percent 
of Federal funds for direct loans for facilities construction was 
appropriated prior to 1970. 

o Federal funding for university research facilities dropped in 
the late 1960s primarily because the Federal Covernoent shifted its 
funding away from institutional facilities support, to providing 
financial aid to individual students* 

o In 1981, the Association of American Universities reported that 

(17) 
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acidemic institutions were able to address only 50 percent of the 
needs to renovate -nd modernise their research facilities* 
o Direct Federal outlays for R&D plant, as a percentage of total 
Feueral R&D, have declined from nearly 7 percent of the total in 1965 
to less than 1 percent in 1983* 

o A bo re recent and controversial source of Federal funds for 
facilities has come froa various universities obtaining earaarked 
congressional appropriations (see Appendix E for list of such 
universi ties) for the construction or rennovation of their research 
facilities* In FY 1987. congressional ly earaarked funds for 
university research facilities totaled approximately $145 million, 
o Besides directly sponsoring Federal programs ained at helping 
universities finance their facilities needs, over the past 40 years, 
the Federal Covernaent has initialed a number of different acc nan isms 
to help universities finance their facilities* These include, 
indirect cost recovery to universities in perforaiog Fcde ally 
sponsored research; tax incentives, such as individual and corporate 
deductions for charitable gifts to universities; and university access 
to the tax-excapt bond markets (see chapter VII); and the direct 
earaarked funding, froa the Congress, (see Chapt jr VIII) for 
university research facilities* 

o There ia general agreement in the academic coosaunity that the 
current Federal approach of using individual investigator grants as 
the primary mechanism to insure an adequate research infrastructure is 
fundamentally flavtd* 

o USF data and different facility surveys indicate that the 
majority of capital for construction and renovation of university 
research facilities has always been froa non-Federal sources* 

'.«6 
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o There it con.en.u, among University repre.entative. that a 
number of different funding .tr.tegie., involving Federal, and State 
government., indu.try, and the univer.itie. thema.slve., will be 
required if the Nation', univer.itie, are to .ucce.sfully finance 
their current and future research facility needs. 

O Despite strong protest, from a number of higher educational 
organisations, congre..ional earmarking, for funding of specific 
university research facilities construction and renovation continue, 
to grow* 

FEDERAL LEGISLATION 

o The national Cancer In.titute Act of 1948, wa. the fir.t post- 
World War II Federal statutory authority for financing construction a. 
well as alterations and renovation of acadeaic and related facilities 
at higher education institutions (42 USC 285). The Act also required 
"appropriate review for scientific merit and recordation for 
approval by the National Cancer Advisory Board." (42 USC 286) 
o Title VII of the Higher Education Act (HE A) of 1986 (P.L. 99- 
498) provides $25 aillion in grants for construction, reconstruction 
and renovation of undergraduate and graduate facilities. The upgrading 

deemed necessary by an institution oust ». . . b ntU1 t0 the 

continued utility of the research or instructional instruction and 
equipment." 

Section E of Title VII of the HEA authorises the formation of 
the College Construction Loan In.unnce Association, a partnership 
between the Federal Government, the private .ector and intere.ted 



1 1 W-341 0-87-2 
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institution** to enhance the creditworthiness of colleges, in order to 
finance different construction activities* 

o The Food and Security Act of 1985 (P.L, 99-198) establishes a 
new grant program for the 1890 land-grant institutions to upgrade 
their extension facilities* The Act provides $10 aillion for each of 
the fiscal years 1^86 through 1990 for the purpose of assisting in the 
purchase of equipment and land, and the planning, construction, 
alteration or renovation of buildings* 

o Provisions are contained in the Tax Reform Act of 1986 (P*L* 99- 
154) that will have a significant impact on colleges and universities. 
Of particular concern is that the legislation imposes a ceiling of 
$150 million on the amount of .ax exempt bonds which any private 
institution of higher education could have outstanding at one time* 
Another major concern is that the repeal of the investment tax credit 
and the reduced depreciation allowance for companies might weaken the 
incentive for companies to invest in higher education* 
o The University Research Facilities Revitalization Ac of 1985, 
H*R* 2823, was introduced in the 99th Congress* Provisions within the 
legislation would authorize $10 billion over a 10-year period for the 
replacement or modernisation of university or college obsolete 
laboratories and other research facilities ($5 billion in Federal 
funds redirected from elsewhere in the Federal R&D budget, and $5 
billion in matching non-Federal funds)* 

o On April 1, 1987, Representative Robert A* Roe, chairman of the 
Bouse Science, Space and Technology Committee introduced H.R* 1905 to 
assist in revitalising the Hat ion's academic research programs* The 
proposed legislation would authorize the National Science Foundation 
(HSF) to spend $250 million per year, for the next ten years for the 
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repair, renovation, or replacement of laboratories and other 
facilities at colleges and universities* 

tISP'S SURV EY OF DOCTORAL CRAWTIHC mSTITUTIOHS 

o According to HSF's survey on Science and Engineerina ggsearch 
Facilities at Doctorate-Cranting In^it.irinn*, in the acadeaic yMr 
1985-1986, the estimated costs to complete all facilities related 
construction work, including major repairs, upgrading and renovation, 
and new construction was $1.7 billion. The costs to coaplete work 
planned between 1986 and 1991 was estimated to be §5.8 billion. The 
top 50 a&D schools accounted for over 50 percent of the coats of total 
work in progress and over 60 percent of the estimated costs for 
planned work, 17 

o A Majority of research administrators and <««"ns did not believe 
the: "inability to obtain loans, restriction on the use of endowments 
and grants, legal restrictions, lack of campus space, and pressure to 
develop teaching rather than research capabilities, constrained their 
university from addressing its facility needs. n ™ 

o HSP's Doctoral Granting Survey estimated that the Federal 
Government now funds about 10 percent of the costs of facility 
construction and renovation, but is expected to provide only 6 percent 
of the total costs by 1991. 

o The major sources of funds for research facility construction 
are State governments, and private donations and endowments, with 

« According to MSF the "Top 50" are the top 50 universities 
ranked in terms of Pederal research and development expenditures in 

• a 

HSF Doctoral Granting Survey, p. 25. 
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public institutions relying primarily on the forcer and private 
institutions relying on the latter* 

o The top 50 P&D schools were spending more than twice as ouch for 
both upgrading and renovation and major repairs , as those institutions 
below the top 50* 

o Eighty-nine percent of research adainistrators report that the 
number of research projects at their universities are liaited by 
facilities* and 92 percent indicated that the type of research project 
undertaken is facilities limited* 

o Forty-two percent of the top 50 R&D schools list facilities 

limitations as their most pressing research related need* 

o Ninety-five percent of the research administrators said they had 

less space than they needed, while 75 percent stated that additional 

research space was more critical than repairing or upgrading existing 

space* 

o Approximately one-third of the research administrators and deans 
ranked facilities as the major problem facing research in the next 
five years: by fields of science physical sciences (59 percent)* 
environmental science (47 percent), engineering (38 percent), medical 
sciences (36 percent), computer sciences (35 percent), and life 
sciences (33 percent)* 

o Forty-eight percent of research administrators rated their 
current research space as good to excellent, while A9 percent 
indicated their current space was fair to poor* 

o In general, the university coucaunity has been critical of NSF's 
Doctoral Granting Survey* Essentially, they contend MSP 1 a report to 
Congress tended to accentuate the positive aspects of the data, while 
underplaying the data's negative implications* 
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IMPACT OH EDUCATION 

o Different analyst, contend that perhaps the most serious impact 
of inadequate research facilities i, that ^ universities are not 
able to recruit ,-,d retain the most productive faculty members and 
outstanding graduate students. Many universities have lost 8U ch 
people to private industry because of outdated research facilities, 
o Nearly all of the analysts and reports assessing the quality of 
the Nation', research facilities suggest that these facilities are in 
such poor condition that they undermine the universities' ability to 
carry out successfully their primary responsibilities of teaching an d 
conducting research. 

o These 8aae studies suggest that the current conditions of 
research facilities may have serious implications for the quality of 
future scientist, and engineers produced by the Nation's universities. 



CHAPTER IV. INITIAL CR0UaD3RKAKIEC: PAST A® CUBflm 
FEDERAL R&D FACILITIES PROGRAMS 



INTRODUCTION 



This chapter of the report provides a brief historical overview 
of Pederal funding for university research facilities. Current 
initiatives of the National Science Foundation (NSF) an<* National 
Institutes of Health (NIH) prograss are discussed, along with other 
smaller past facilities activities sponsored by the Department of 
Defense (DOD), the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC)/ Department of 
Energy (DOE), the National Aeronautics and Space Administration 
(NASA), and the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). 

Funding for major Federal programs directly supporting 
construction of university research facilities declined 85 percent in 
constant 1982 dollars between 1963 and 1984. The two largest programs 
were the National Science Foundation's Graduate Research Facilities 
Program (1960-1970) and the National Institutes of Health's Health 
Research Facilities Program (1957-1972) discussed on p. 22-23. NSF's 
survey of Federal Support fcr research facilities as discussed in a 
General Accounting Office report ,19 indicates that much of the decline 
began around 1969 and 1970 when direct Federal funding for facilities 



U.S. General Accounting Office. University Funding: 
Federal Funding Mechanisms in Support of University Research. Report 
to the chairman, Committee on Science and Technology, [U.S.] House of 
Representatives. Feb. 1986. GA0/RCED-86-53, p. 44. 



(25) 



26 



construction began to decrease because of the Government's shift 
toward other priorities* 

TRENDS IH R&D FACILITIES PUMPING 

The focus of this report is facilities , which consists of the 
actual buildings, laboratories, machine shops, and specialised 
technical operation facilities designed to accommodate and maintain 
research projects* Also, facilities involves (as the NSF definition 
for R&D plant indicates) the acquisition, renovation, modification, 
repair, and rental of buildings, land, works, or equipment for use in 
scientific or engineering research and development* By contrast, 
instrumentation includes the equipment and devices directly supportive 
of data acquisition and analysis* 

The passage of the National Defense Education Act (NDEA) in 1958 
marked a significant turning point in the relationship between the 
Federal Government and American higher education* The decade 
following the passage of the NDEA witnessed a steady stream of Federal 
legislation that expanded and redefined the relationship between the 
Federal Government and the higher education community *20 

In December of 1963, President Johnson signed the Higher 
Education Facilities Act of 1963 into law* The new law provided for: 
1) physical plant construction aid in the form of facilities for 
engineering, and library buildings; 2) a student loan program; and 3) 
grants to States for construction of community colleges, limited to 



20 Wilson, John T* Academic Science, Higher Education and the 
Federal Government 1950-1983* The University of Chicago Press* p* 47* 
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science, engineering, and library buildings. 21 Many educators 

believed that the passage of the facilities act, without any "national 

defense" overtones, represented a Federal recognition of the value of 

supporting higher education for its own sake. 

During the 1960s, President Johnson made education a top social 

issue. One of the President's major objectives was to ensure that the 

Federal Covernoent help provide greater access to a college education 

for individuals frosi all levels of our society. He said: 

I believe every child has the right to a. ouch education as he 
has the ability to receive. I believe this right does not end in 
the lower schools, but goes on through technical and higher 
education-if the child wants it and can use it. 22 

Following this policy pronouncesent, the Nation's universities 

and college, turned to the Federal Government as a major source of 

funding for constructing various facilities to accooaodate the large 

influx of college students in the 1960s. One oechaniso used by t*e 

Federal Covernoent to help universities and colleges with facilities 

funding were unrestricted institutional grants. As this chapter 

points out, however, both NIH and HSF provided institutional grants to 

the nation's universities that were limited to the general support of 

science, including the con&truction of research facilities. 

Between 1963 and 1967 funding for university research facilities 

remained stable, but with the election of President Richard M. Hixon, 

the Federal Covernaent began shifting away from the support of 

institutional grants. instead, the Federal Government focused its 

energies on providing aid to individual students. Tl.ere were two major 

reasons for this policy shift. First, Federal institutional grants to 

21 Ibid., p. 48. 

22 Ibid., p. 49. 
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private church-related universities raised serious constitutional 
questions regarding separation of church and State* And second , the 
inability of the higher education community to agree on an equitable 
geographical distribution of institutional grants, played a major role 
in Congress deciding to utilize individual student aid as a way to 
support higher education. 23 One of the major fallouts of this policy 
was a dramatic decline in direct Federal support for the construction 
of university research facilities* 

For example, between FY 1963 and FY 1984, overall direct Federal 
funding for the construction of university and college research 
facilities showed a marked decline in both current and 1982 constant 
dollars (see table 4*1 and figure 4*1 for comparisons of current and 
1982 constant)* Total Federal obligations to universities and 
colleges for these purposes decreased from $325*0 million (all figures 
are in constant dollars) in FY 1963 to $45*9 million in FY 1984, an 85 
percent decline in current and constant dollars. 2 ^ 

In FY 1965 Federal funding levels for facilities peaked at 
$373*9 million, and steadily declined to a low of $68*4 million in FY 
1971* In FY 1972 funding increased to $80*1 million and climbed 
further again in FY 1973 to $89.5 million. By FY 1976, however, 
funding for facilities hit an all-time low of $38.4 million. Federal 
funds for facilities increased between FY 1982 and FY 1984 from $31.2 



23 Ibid., p. 59. 

24 Source used for all subsequent information about R&D plant 
funding was taken from the NSP report. Federal Support to Universi- 
ties, Colleges, and Selected Nonprofit Institutions, Fiscal Year 1984. 
Surveys of Science Resources Series, Detailed Statistical Tables, 
p. 18-19. 
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TABU 4. Trtnd* in Direct rtdtrtl runding for Construction 
of Uoivtrtity Ac*dt^c NcilitUa, By S«l*ct«3 j^tnclit 
(Constant 1982 $) • 
(DolUrt In Millions) 

ToUl, 

All AfiacUa IWOA 0O0 DOE Hill MAtU W 

1943 1325.0 0.0 0.0 7.9 120.3 41.1 Ijj.i 
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•ill ion to $45*9 million* Such funding levels reflect a reversal in 
trends thst may be welcomed by university research officials* 

Most agency facilities funding levels have declined drastically 
since FY 1963 as table 4*1 indicates* HSP funding levels have de- 
creased from an all-time high of 165*90 million in FY 1965 to $8*9 
million in FY 1984, and all-time lov of $4.9 million in 1982* 

The Department of Health and Human Services funding level in FY 
1963 was $120*3 million, but increased to an all-time high of $162*3 
million in FY 1965, only ,o decline to a low of $0*6 million in FY 
1984* 

The Hational Aeronautics and Space Administration's funding 
levels have decreased from $41*1 million in FY 1963 to $0*2 million in 
FY 1984. 

The data in table 4*1 shows that the U*S* Department of 
Agriculture 1 s FY 1965 funding level for facilities construction 
activities was $9*5 million* After declining to $2*6 million in FY 
1970 such funding was eliminated until FY 1983 when facilities support 
reached $9*2 million* 

As indicated in table 4*1, the Department of Defense did not 
research facilities activities until FY 1981 when 1.2 million was 
awarded* The only other funding, of $0.5 million, was allotted in FY 
1982. 

In addition, table 4.1 indicates that between FY 1963 and 1964, 
the Department of Energy's funding levels increased. Io FY 1963, the 
funding level was $7.9 million. By FY 1977, funding rose to $26.1 
million and climbed further to an all-time high io FY 1984 of $27.2 
million* 
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mSSsiSS ^^ ° F PAST PRESEMT PRngBA t FACILITIES PROLAN* at 

Hie following section presents * detailed analysis and funding 
history of the Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963 and its 
numerous amendments* 

The Higher Education Facilities Act 

As discussed earlier, the Higher Education Facilities Act of 
1963 (P.L. 88-204), provided statutory authority for construction of 
academic facilities. It authorized assistance to public and other 
nonprofit institutions of higher education in financing the construc- 
tion, rehabilitation, or improvement of needed academic and related 
facilities in undergraduate and graduate institutions. 

Under Title I, Sec. 103 (a), "Allotments to States for Public 
Community Colleges and Public Technical Institutes," funds are 
allotted to State, to be used in providing academic facilities for 
public community colleges and public technical institutes. 

Sec. 106, "Eligibility of Crants," indicates that an institution 
of higher education, other than a public conaunity college or public 
technical institute is eligible for a construction grant for an 
academic facility only if 5uc h construction i. lifted to structures, 
or portions thereof, especially designed for instruction or r« C arch 
in the natural or physical sciences, mathematics, aodern foreign 
languages, engineering, or for use as a library. Thi. restriction was 
eliminated through the Higher Education Facilities Act of 1965. Also, 
the Federal .hare was changed from a fixed rate of 40 percent to a 
rate not to exceed 40 percent. 
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In 1966 , the Act was further amended to ensure that such 
facilities would be constructed for the accessibility and useability 
by handicapped individuals , in compliance with standards prescribed or 
approved by the Secretary of Health, Education , and Welfare* 

Again in 1968. the Act was further reauthorized to be extended 
through the end of FY 1971* The eligibility for construction grants 
was broadened to cover construction of needed health care to students 
or personnel of the institution* Sec* 107 (b), "Basic Criteria for 
Determining Priorities and Federal Share," states that in case of a 
project for an institution of higher education other than a public 
community college or public technical institute, the Federal share 
shall not exceed 33 1/3 percent of its development cost , and in the 
case of a project for a public coexaunity college or public technical 
institute, the Federal share shall be AO percent of its development 
cost* In 1968. amendments to this section increased the Federal share 
to 50 percent of the development costs for institutions other than a 
public community college or technical institute, and for a public 
community college or public technical institute construction project* 

Amendments to the Act in 1965 , 1966 , and 1968 reauthorized 
appropriations through the end of flf 1968 to extend grants for the 
construction of graduate academic facilities and loans for 
construction of applicable academic facilities* The Education 
Amendments of 1972 (P.L. 92-318) transferred the provisions of the 
Higher Education Facilities Act (HEFA) of 1963 to title VII of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965* In FY 1973. the last construction 
grants were awarded. 25 The HEFA program was administered by the 

25 por additional information concerning further amendments to 
the Higher Education Facilities Act, see chapter 3 of this report* 
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Office of Education within the former U.S. Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare* 

Through the Education Amendments of 1976, title VII of HEFA was 
named 'Construction , Reconstruction, and Renovation of Academic 
Facilities" Technical changes in the definition of the term 
"construction" were made and emphasis was placed on "conservation of 
energy resources, removal of architectural barriers, environmental 
protection, research facilities and special research equipment, and 
removal or containment of asbestos hazards." 26 

The Education Amendments oi* 1980 (P.L. 96-374) authorized 
the use of construction funds for the removal or containment of 
asbestos hazards and the removal of architectural barriers for 
the handicapped, . . . restricted the use of funds to 
alleviating existing shortages of facilities (rcther than 
projected or planned increases in capacity), and required that 
all Title VII program objectives have equal funding priority. 27 

In 1981, the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act prohibited appropria- 
tions for construction grant* from FY 1982 through FV 1984.28 

Under part A of title VII, as table 4.2 indicates, $300 and $100 
million, respectively, were authorized at various times for 
construction granta for undergraduate academic facilities since FY 
1974. Mo monies, however, have been appropriated for this purpose 
aince FY 1973. Similarly, under part B of title VII, authorizations 
for construction grants for graduate academic facilities also have 
been made but no appropriations were granted between FY 1971 and FY 

26 r 

U.S. Congreai. Senate. Cooaittee on Laboi and Hunan 
Reiourcei. Eeauthoriration of the Higher Education Act: Progra. 
Description!, Imims, and Optiom. Prepared by the Congreaiional 

^; e " r ±? erV1Ce ;, „ Llbr «y of Congre... Wa.hington, U.S. Govt. Print. 
un», iyo?» p. 2/9. 

27 Ibid., p. 282. 

28 Ibid. 
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1982* (See table 4.3.) Congressional ly earmarked funding for FY 1983 
was to be spent only for the Center for Advanced Technology at the 
University of New Hampshire and the Central Library at Boston 
University. Again, in FY 1984 no funding was appropriated for 
academic facilities construction. In FY 1985, however, $28 million 
was made available for both undergraduate and graduate facilities 
apparently rescinding the authorizing statute that stipulated funding 
use for graduate facilities only. 29 

Part C of title VII authorises different kinds of loan 
previsions for academic facilities "to assist institutions in meeting 
unusual increases in enrollments and to support and expand the 
Nation's research facilities." Non-Federal sources must finance at 
least 20 percent ot the total project costs. oince FY 1965, 660 
institutions have received about $680 million in loan support through 
a revolving fund provided under part C. Only tour new loans have been 
provided, however, since FY 1975 and all were initiated by Congress. 

FACILITIES PROGRAMS SPONSORED BY FEDERAL R&D AGENCIES 

During the 1960s, a number of Federal R&D agencies sponsored 
different programs aimed specifically at helping universities build or 
renovate their research facilities* The following section of this 
chapter presents a brief review of past and current facilities 
programs supported by various Federal R&D agencies. 



2 ^ Ibid., p. 284. 
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TABLK 5J:™ AP 5 r0pri ! ti ; n Hi " 0ry for c °°"™ctio a Crants for 

(in ailliona) 



Fiscal Year 



Authorisation 



Appropriation 



1964 

1965 

1966 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 



$230 

230 

460 

475 

728 

936 

936 

936 
50 

200 

30P 

300 

300 

300 

300 

300 

300 

100 

100 a ' 

100«/ 

100 5 "/ 

100"" 



-0- 
$230 
458 
453 
400 
83 
76 
43 
43 
43 
-0- 
-0- 
-0- 
-0- 
-0- 
-0- 
-0- 
-0- 
-0- 
-0- 
-0- 
-0- 



1964-1985 Total - $1,829 



Descriptions, Issues and LI o 8 ""cation Act: Program 

Research Service L br. 'T'r by the Agressions 1 

Print., Off. , 1985 ! fm'* ° £ C ° ngre "- """"gton, U.S. Govt. 
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TABLE 4.3 Appropriation History for Construction Grants for 
Graduate Academic Facilities, Currently Authorired under 
Part B of Title VII of the Higher Education Act 
(in millions) 

Fiscal Year Authoriration Appropriation 



1964 



1965 60 

1966 12 q 



$25 -0- 
-0- 



$60 

60 60 



1967 

1968 120 60 

1969 120 50 

1970 120 

1971 120 

1972 20 



1973 40 

1974 60 
l * 75 80 

1976 80 _o 

-0 



8 

-0- 
-0- 
-0- 

-o- 

0- 



1977 80 

1978 80 -0- 

1979 80 - 0 - 

1980 80 -o- 

1981 80 - 0 - 

1982 80*/ -o- 

1983 80*/ 22 . 5 b/ 

1984 80*/ 

1985 80~ 



-0- 
28 



1964-1985 Total = $288.5 



a/ P»L. 97-35 prohibited appropriations for part B of title VII 
for FY 1982 through FY 1984. 

b/ Funds were required to be spent only for the Center for 
Advanced Technology at the University of New Hampshire and the Central 
Library at Boston University. 



Mational Science Foundation 

Between 1960 and 1972, the National Science Foundation (NSF) 
initiated and conducted many institutional facilities construction and 
renovation programs to enhance research and education in various 
colleges and universities across the Nation. The programs were 
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carried out under a directorate headed by an Assistant Director for 
Institutional Program*. The first of such programs, discussed below, 
was called the Graduate Research Laboratory Development Program, later 
redesignated as the Graduate Science Facilities Program (GSF). 
Initially, because of a small budget, the program emphasized 
re- ovation instead of new construction. Uter, as funding levels 
increased, more money was used for new construction projects. 

The CSF received a $2.0 Billion budget in FY 1960. It was 
necessary for participating universities to contribute 50 percent in 
matching funds to be eligible to participate in the program. Also, 
the program was restricted to universities that offered doctoral work 
in science and engineering and to laboratories that conducted basic 
research. 

In FY 1962, the GSF program was expanded to include institutions 
offering the master 1 * degree as their highest degree awarded. In 
addition, the institution was permitted to spend up to 10 percent of 
the grant money for general-purpose laboratory equipment. In FY 1963, 
an NSF report states, "86 percent of the grant money was used for new 
construction. . . In addition, the average grant was slightly 

more than $200,000, an d seven universities received grants of $1.0 
million or more.™ m FY 1964, funding peaked to $30.5 million and 
gradually declined to $4.0 million by FY 1970. During the 11-year 
period of the GSF program, $188.2 million was awarded in grants. ^ 



,«c« ^! National Science Foundation. HSF Institutional Programs, 
1960-72. Unpublished report, p. 2. of 

31 Ibid., p. 2. Also, FY 1970 figure noted from table I, 
Summary of GSF Proposals and Actions By Fiscal Year: FY 1960-1970. 
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Although the GSF program was terminated in FY 1970, NSF's 
Science Development program continued through FY 1972 providing 
funding for the building and renovation of university laboratories* 

Initiated in 1964, the Science Development Grants (Centers of 
Excellence) was established to increase the number of institutions of 
recognised excellence in research and research education in the 
sciences* Universities received block grants awarded on a competitive 
basis, using the potential to develop research excellence as a primary 
criteria for the award; rather than the traditional criteria of 
existing research excellence of the $233 million dollars that was 
awarded to universities between 1964 and 1972, only 16 percent or $37 
million was spent for facilities. 32 

Current Facilities P tor ram 

On September 27, 1985 , Erich Bloch, HSF Director, announced 

NSF's policy on construction and renovation of research and education 

facilities is as follows: 

(PJrincipal responsibility for providing 
facilities for research and education remains 
with academic institutions* The Foundation 
will, however, consider limited support for 
facilities when a compelling case can be ^ade*33 

According to the notice that was given regarding this policy, 

currently, the Foundation 1 & funds are constrained, and no new or 

apecial funds are expected to be available for facilities* In most 

disciplines, HSF plans to give consideration first to project support, 

then to major equipment and instrumentation, and then to facilities* 

3* National Science Foundation Annual Report 1972. p* 82* 

33 National Science Foundation. Office of the Director* 
Important Notice to Presidents of Universities and Colleges and Heads 
of Other National Science Foundation Grantee Organisations* Policy on 
Construction and Renovation of Research and Education Facilities, 
Notice no* 98, Sept* 27, 1985* I p* 
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In «reas in which research is especially dependent on specialized 
facilities, however, and a pressing argument is m*de that facilities 
are required in order to accoopli.h specific research or education 
objectives, facilities support will be provided. 

Departaent of Defense 3 ^ 

The Department of Defense (DOD) has maintained a strong 
relationship with the Hation's universities since before World War II • 
During and after the war, DOD helped to finance major expansion of 
research facilities at several universities. Among main recipients of 
DOD funding were the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (the MIT 
Lincoln Laboratory was built in 1952 through DOD funding), Harvard, 
Columbia, the University of Chicago, the University of California, the 
Johns Hopkins University Applied Physics Laboratory, the California 
Institute of Technology, the Applied Physics Laboratory of the 
University of Washington, the Applied Research Laboratories of the 
University of Texas, the Applied Research Laboratory of Pennsylvania 
State University, and the Marine Physical Laboratory, Scripps 
Institute of Oceanography, University of California, San Diego. 
However, by the late 1950s, with the ceasing of military conflict and 
broadening Federal support of university research facilities, the 
Department of Defense ended its facilities support. 

Following World War II, permanent working plans for defense 
investment in university laboratory facilities were established. For 

... *1 ? U /^r eqUeD ! inforaation regarding DOD was taken from the 
Department of Defense Report on Selected University Laboratory Heeds 
in Support of Hational Security. Prepared for the Subcoiaaittce on 
Research and Development of the Committee on Armed Services of the 
U.8. House of Representatives, Apr. 29 f 1985. p. 6-7. 
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example, "the institute concept became well established, wherein non- 
profit university affiliated laboratories conduct applied research, 
primarily under DOD support ,"35 Facilities of this post war era which 
currently sake major contributions, are Lincoln Laboratories at MIT* 
which was constructed through DOD funds in the Johns Hopkins 
University Applied Physics Laboratory* 

Current Facilities Program 

Recently, DOD contended that the department should not be 
involved in supporting facilities* The Pentagon contends that Federal 
law prohibits DOD froa getting involved in the actual building of 
university research facilities* As far as it is known, DOD is not 
currently funding any facility construction programs at colleges and 
universities* 

Atomic Energy Commission/Department of Energy 

In the early 1960s, the Atomic Energy Commission sponsored a 
"series of actions", to provide for or assist in the construction of 
specialised research facilities on various university campuses* 
Funding for the projects was provided usually through congressional 
mandates as budget-line items or costs were covered through a 10-year 
user fee*3* Peer review regarding the feasibility of these projects 
did not occur* 



33 U*S* Dept* of Defense* Selected University Laboratory Meeds 
in Support of National Security* Prepared for the Subcommittee on 
Research and Development of the Co&znittee on Armed Services oi the 
U.S. House of Representatives* Apr* 29, 1985* p* 6* 

3* U*S* General Accounting Office* University Funding, p* 125* 
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Some eiamples of such actions include funding for construction 
of university accelerator facilities to build academic capabilities in 
nuclear science. Mo new construction for this purpose has occurred 
for 20 years. The Masvachusetts Institute of Technology's Bates 
Linear Accelerator was built during the 1965-1972 tine period. 
Through congressional act.on, AEC was budgeted $5.7 million for this 
project and MIT contributed $1.5 million. The current estimated 
replacement cost for this facility is over $60 million. Texas AfcH's 
Cyclotron was funded in X965 with e $1.0 million grant from the Welsh 
Foundation; $2.0 million from Texas A&M; and $3.0 million from AEC. 
Finally, Yale University's Heavy ion Accelerator was built as a result 
of an additional congressional line-item to the AEC budget. 
Currently, it is no longer operating and has been dismantled. 3 * 
These type of actions that are referred to as "direct appropriations 
or earmarked funding" which will be discussed in chapter VII of this 
report. 

Current Facilities Program! 

Currently, DOE has not initiated any university facilities 
programs • All projects that were funded between FY 1984 and projected 
to be funded through PY 1989 were congressionally nandated, through 
direct congressional appropriations* 

Department of Health and Human Services (DBHS) 

Since 1948, the Department of Health, Education and irs 
successor DHHS has supported construction of health research 

& Ibid., p. 127. 
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facilities through various institutes within the Hstional Institutes 
of Health (NIH). Initially, appropriations were made to the National 
Cancer Institute (NCI) and over the years, nine sepsrate institutes 
have had authority to provide direct financial assistance for the 
construction, renovation, and/or replacement of health research 
facilities* 38 Currently, only three institutes continue to have such 
authority— The National Cancer Institute, the National Bye Institute 
(NEI), and the National Heart, Lung and Blood Institute (NHLBI ). 

All programs established, except one have been specifically for 
construction, renovation, and replacement of cancer, eye or heart 
research facilities, mental retardation centers, private research 
centers, medical library facilities, and others* The exception was 
the Health Research Facilities Act of 1956 that broadened funding 
authority to include H the construction, renovation, and replacement of 
non-federal health-related research facilities with no limitation as 
to creas of health-related research or type of facility." 3 ? This 
program is stated to have played a significant role in developing the 
Nation's biomedical research abilities.^ Funding for the program 
ended in 1972 with a total funding effort of $535 nillion.^l 

Grants were used to fund nearly all construction projects* The 
Health Research Facilities Act required a 50/50 matching grant program 
between the Federal Government and the educational institution* In 



38 U.S. Dept. of Health and Human Services* Public Health 
Service* National Institutes of Health* Research Facilities, by 
Thomas E* Malone, Deputy Director, NIH. Peb. 1985. p. 2. 

3 * Ibid., p* 3. 

40 Ibid. 

U.S. General Accounting Office. University Punding, p. 121. 
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the conduction of mental retardation centers and medical libraries, 
however, the Federal Government covered up to 75 percent of the 
costs. 42 

Subsequently, however, funding to support construction became 
competitive with support for research funding because appropriations 
were not specifically earmarked for construction. As a res.lt, the 
construction aurhority of NHLBI an d NEI was not used. Also, a steady 
decline in the amount of VCl support for construction occurred. 

The National Cancer Institute (NCIl* 3 

The National Cancer Act of 1971 established the cancer research 
facilities construction program at NCI.«« According to a spokesman at 
NCI, all money allotted for construction purposes was for cancer 
research activities. The NCI Construction Program, is administered by 
the Besearch Facilities Branch of NCI which provides matching funds to 
grantee institutions. 

From FY 1972 to 1978, NCI provided 75 percent of the costs for 
construction projsc-s. The grantee institution had to provide 25 
percen* froo non-Federal sources. in February 1978, this process 
changed with < a ^ressent for ;o/50 contritions from the agency and 
tha gr/j)tee institution. 



A 0 

U.S. Dept. o' health anJ Huaan Services. Research 



Facilities, p, 2, 



r-sio 11/" inforo ? tion r fir" sentence, received during a 

telephone conversation with a spokesman at NCI on May 13, 1984. 

Pro 8 rams,^? n K frOD unpubll-hed ™* r * itl <*' "facilities Funding 
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Proa PY 1972 to FY 1984, MCI awarded 109 construction grants and 
funded $219 million in construction grant funds* 

The National Eye Institute (NEI) 

Prior to PY 1982 . HE I had not used its funding authority for 
construction of research facilities* In FY 1982. NEI awarded 14 
grants for a total of $5*0 million to various universities for vision 
research facilities construction projects. 4 * 



The National Heart t Lung, and Blood Institute (MHLBI) 

The MHLBI has had the authority to expend funds and award grants 
for the construction of health-related research facilities since 
1948* Pi seal Year 1985 was the first time MHLBI acted upon such 
authority* 

Current Pacilities Programs 

By 1985. a total of $882 million ($786 million in 1982 constant 
dollars) had been obligated by DHHS through NIH to fund major 
construction programs over its 36-year funding period* The largest 
amount (55 percent) was received by medical schools/ 6 In PY 1985. 
HIH funded a total of $12*1 million through its extradural 
construction programs sponsored by the National Cancer Institute, the 
National Eye Institute." and the National Heart. Lung, and Blood 



45 Information taken from a table (NEI Support for Construction 
Projects. Piscal Years 1976 to Present, dated May 16. 1986) rec ived 
from the National Eye Institute* 

46 Ibid. 
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In.titute. The monet.ry breakdown for each in.titute i. di,cu.,ed 
below. 



National Cancer Inatitute 

In PY 1985, HCI .pent $5.5 oi ii ion and auarded five gM||t- 
through the HCI Conduction prograa. The .pending level for PY 1986 
i. unclear bec.u.e of the po..ible impact of Cram-Bud-an-Bolling, 
budget la„. An e.timate for PY 1987 ha. not been determined.** 

National Eve In.titute 

In PY 1985, HEI awarded 34 grant, to various univer.itie. for 
con.truction of vi.ion re.earch facilitie. obligating, $3.3 million 
for the in.titute. *8 



The National Heart. Lu ng. and Blood In.titute 

In PY 1985, the funding level, $3.3 million „a. awarded on a 
competitive ba.i. to .upport alteration., renovation., and the 
e.tabliahment of modern re.earch facilitie. relevant to the biomedical 
.cience. and related to re.earch activitie. in heart, lung, and blood 
di.ea.e.. Al.o, award, arr i..ued on a matching ba.i.. Eight 
univer.itie. were .elected a. allotted limited funding of $500,000 
each for men construction. *9 



- JL^j^s^^isur^ a tele,hone conwer,< ,tion - ith 

* 8 Inforoation taken froo Table 1 mth Ryrr*™.—i r~ + 
Obligation., PY 1948-1985, i» the ^ S^^^SSSS. 

t Nat , i0n " 1 Heart » L"ng, and Blood In.titute. National 

L" , 1 " " °, f H " lth '. Announcement and Guideline.. Reque.t for 
Appliction.j Alteration, and Renovation, to E.t.bli.h BHLBI ffl,.r!I 
Re.e.rch Pacilitie.. RFA-85-BL-26. Dae. 3, 1984. p. 1. 
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For fiscal year 1986, about $3*2 aillion was allotted for 
support of renovation and instruaentation projects as well as projects 
that were carried over fron FY 1985. 50 

Rational Aeronautics and Space Administration (HAS A) 

Between FY 1963 and FY 1968, HASA, through its facility grants 
program, funded a total of $43.3 aillion to award 37 grants to 34 
acadeaic institutions for the construction of research laboratories. 51 
These facilities Included Space Sciences Laboratories , Material s 
Research Centers. Biomedical Laboratories, and Propulsion Research 
Laboratories. 52 By the end of FY 1968. RASA 1 * official university 
facilities grant program had been phased out. 

Current Activities 

Froa FY 1972 through FY 1984. HASA has provided line-itea 
funding for the construction of facilities, as was deeoed necessary, 
in relation to research conducted towards the aission of the agency. 
HASA does not have a separate university facilities program at this 
time. 53 

50 Information received during a telephone conversation with a 
spokesman at KBLBI on July 29, 1386. 

5* National Aeronautics and Space Administration. Office of 
University Affairs. Research Facilities Crants. p. 39* 

5 2 U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on Aeronautical and Space 
Sciences. Space Program Benefits: National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration. Hearings, 91st Cong., 2d Sess. Washington! U.S. 
Govt. Print* Off., 1970. p. 315* 

53 Current information received through a telephone conversation 
with an agency spokesman on Sept. 12, 1986. 
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U.S. DepTtnent of Agriculture (US DA) 

USDA Agriculture Research Facilitiei Act 

Prom FY 1963 to FY 1970, the USDA funded a formila grant program 
to all agricultural experiment stations to build facilities. The 
total funding level for the program was $10.2 Billion. The program 
has not been reactivated *ince 1970 when the last award was given. 54 

Current Facilities Programs 

Cooperative St ate Research Service (CSRS) 55 

The CSRS supports a research facilities prograa designated for 
the 1890 Land-Crant institutions. 56 In ^ 1981t Coogreif authoriscd a 
grant program through Agriculture and Food Act of 1981 (p.L. 97-98, 
Sec. 1433) to provide research facilities for 1890 Land-Crant colleges 
and TUskegee University. The grsnt program was to extend over a five- 
year period at a funding level of $10 ail lion per year for a total of 
$50 million. Through this authority *uch institutions can purcutse 
land and equipment, pUn. onstruct, alter, or renovate buildings ,o 
strengthen their research capabilities in the food and agricultural 
sciences. Fiscal Year 1983 was the first year that funding wn 
appropriated for this program. Additional funding was provided for FY 
1984, 1985, and 1986. 



54 U.S. Ceneral Accounting Of fice. University Funding, p. 131 . 

^ » In , f o° rl !n^ 0n f0t thii ,ection w " taken ^om * memorandum 

dated June 18, 1986 froca the Acting Deputy Administrator of CSRS. 

56 In 189 p congress passed the Second Morrill Act which 
required States with dual systems of higher education to provide land- 
grant institutions for blacks as well as whites. As a result, 16 

5£in In, 5 UU ?. OB> ^ eventUAll y "tabli.hed and designated as 1890 
Land-Grant colleges. 
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The FY 1985 Farm legislation extended the research facilities 
program sponsored by the CSES for 1890 Land-Crant institutions through 
FY 1987. Because of Cramm-Rudaan-Hollinga reductions however, the $10 
Million allotment as discussed above will be unavailable for FY 1987. 

Also, CSRS is administering three additional grants. Through 
P.L. 99-190 (which provided FY 1986 continuing appropriations for the 
Agriculture, Rural Development, and Related Agencies Appropriations 
Act, 1986 and other such Acts) $596,400 was provided for a facilities 
planning grant to Tuskegee University and a $2.9 million planning 
grant to the University of Illinois. Also, through P.U 98-151 (a 
continuing resolution of 1984) the University of Kebraska received 
$5.5 million to construct and equip a food processing transportation 
and marketing center, and $1*5 million to build a veterinary training 
facility. 57 

C0KCLUSI0M 

Traditionally the Federal Government has not been the primary 
supporter of university research facilities. Nevertheless, during the 
1960s, Pederal support for research facilities often provided the 
necessary seed money to help universities acquire financing to expand 
their research facilities. This expansion was primarily a result of 
surging student enrollments in the mid-to-late 1960s. However, by the 
late 1960s, Federal policy shifted from supporting large institutional 
grants in favor of individual student support. Concomitantly, it 
appears as if policymakers during the Nixon administration, believed 



57 Information taken from a memorandum dated June 18, 1986 from 
the Acting Deputy Administrator of CSRS. 
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that the Federal Government had done more than its share of funding 
university research facilities. Consequently, beginning 1969, Federal 
direct funding for university research facilities esperienced a 
significant decline that began to be restored in 1981. 

In the 1960s, the majority of Federal research facilities 
funding was awarded through the different R&D agencies. Currently, 
the Federal Government is supporting a very modest research facilities 
effort. (In addition, congressional appropriations directed to 
specific universities are also supplying some facility funding as will 
be discussed below.) in FY 1985, Congress authorized the Department 
of Education to spend $28 million for research facilities, while in 
the same year, HIB spent only $12.1 million. Finally, in 1985 NSP 
announced it would provide limited support for universities research 
facilities, "when a compelling case could be made. 1 However, a t this 
t ae, NSF has not funded any facilities activities within this 
announced program. 



CHAPTER V. CG&GRESSIOBAL ACTIVITIES DUMHG THE 99th CONGRESS 



IMTRODUCTIOH 

The deterioration of the physical plant infrastructure has 
become a problem for colleges and universities, reportedly making it 
more difficult to maintain t'ae quality of acadeaic research and 
scientific education. / ?aic facilities, including research and 
instructional equipment, t 5ten have been neglected in order to support 
increased energy costs, faculty salaries, and student services. In 
testimony before the House Committee on Science and Technology, Donald 
H. Langenberg, Chancellor, University of Illinois at Chicago, cited a 
recent estimate reporting that approximately 50 percent of the 
physical plant of all universities and colleges is more than 25 years 
old, with 25 percent of that having been built prior to World War 



The federal Government invested heavily in research facilities 
and equipment in the 1960s, but by the early 1970s, the expansion 
slowed and then fell off drastically. Direct grants for graduate 
facilities ended in 1969 and for undergraduate facilities in 1973.59 



U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Science and Technology. 
The Federal Go ;rnaent and the University Research Infrastructure. 
Hearings, 99th Cong., 1st Sess., May 21, 22: Sept. 5, 1985. (Here- 
after cited as the Federal Government and the University Research 
Infrastructure.) p. 207. 

55 U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Education and Labor. 
Higher Education Amendments of 1985* Report to Accompany H.R. 3700. 
House Report Ho. 99-383 , 99th Cong., 1st Sess. Washington, U.8. Govt. 
Print. Off., 1985. p. 71. (Hereafter cited as Higher Education 
Amendmeu^s of 1995.) 
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In addition, more than 88 percent of Fedcial fund* for direct loans to 
facilities was appropriated prior to 1970. 60 Loans that were made 
since 1970 were earmarked by Congress for specific institutions. 61 In 
1981, the American Association of Universities reported that academic 
institutions were able to address only 50 percent of their needs to 
renovate and modernize their research laboratories*^ 

Though amounts vary widely as to the present deficits of 
physical infrastructure, the need for new and renovated research 
facilities is estimated to be measured in billions of dollars* In 
testimony before the House Committee on Science and Technology, 
Bemadine Bealy, former Deputy Director, Office of Science and 
Technology Policy, estimated that the costs of renovating and 
modernizing the university research infrastructure over the next 5 
years range from $5 to §20 billion. 63 Another reported estimate is 
that for all of postsecondary education, facilities and equipment 
renewal and replacement needs would range from $30 billion to $50 
bill ion .64 Yearly ongoing absolute maintenance needs have been 
estimated at $5 to $6 billion* '5 

Frank B* Sprow, Vice President, Exxon Research and Engineering 
Company, reported that current Federal support provides approximately 
17 percent of the estimated $2 billion spent annually for equipment 

60 Ibid. 

61 Ibid., p. 71. 

62 The Federal Government and the Univer Icy Research Infra- 
structure, p* 207* 

63 Ibid*, p. 3. 

Higher Education Amendments of 1985, p. 71* 
65 Ibid. 
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and facilities. 66 The scarcity of Federal resources has prompted gome 
universities to bypass the traditional peer-review system and lobby 
congressional members directly for funds* This particular issue will 
be discussed later in this report* 

The present state of acadeaic research facilities has evoked 
calls for Federal action from university officials and research 
directors. In response, members of Congress have proposed new 
legislation and amendments of existing laws aimed at providing funding 
for the renovation and construction of academic research facilities. 
This chapter summarises legislative activities in the 99th Congress 
and selected policy alternatives for the support of research 
infrastructure of colleges and universities. 

LECISLATIOH 

The 99th Congress considered a number of bills to provide 
funding for construction and renovation of research facilities at 
colleges and universities. The legislative activities discussed in 
this section include the Higher Education Amendments Act of 1985 (P.L. 
99-498), the University Research Facilities Revitalization Act of 1985 
(H.R. 2823), the Health Research Extension Act of 1985 (P.L. 99-158), 
the High Technology Morrill Act <S. 935), the High Technology Research 
and Scientific Education Act of 1985 (s. 58, H.R. U88/, the Food 
Security Act of 1985 (P.L. 99-198), the Trade Development Investment 
Act (H.R. 4719), America's Living Standard Act of 1986 (S. 2810), the 



66 The Federal Government and the University Research 
Infrastructure, p. 192. 
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, Tax Reform Act of 1986 (P.L. 99-154), and the national Science 
' Foundation Authorisation Act for Fiscal Yenr 1986 (p.L. 99-159). 

HiRher Education Amendments of 1986 (P.L* 99-498) 

The Higher Education Act (HEA) of 1965 (P.L. 89-329, as amended) 
authorizes a broad range of Federal post secondary education assistance 
programs for both students and institutions. Since 19'5 the HEA has 
been the major legislative initiative for financial aid to 
postsecondary studetts and institutions. The 99th Congress considered 
and passed major amendments to the HEA, which are contained in the 
1986 reauthorization legislation, the Higher Education Amendments of 
X986 (P.L. 99-498). The new legislation extends and amends HEA 
programs for 5 yesrs through FY 1S91. 67 Though there are multiple 
issues and prograos addressed by the 1986 HEA Amendments, this report 
will give attention to Title III - Institutional Aid and Title VII- 
Construction, Reconstruct ion and Renovation of Academic Facilities . 
Both titles contain provisions dealing with the financing of academic 
research facilities and the acquisition of special research equipment. 

The HEA* 8 program of construction and renovation of academic 
facilities has its legislative origins in the Higher Education 
Facilities Act of 1963, P.L. 88-204. The act responded to a large 
enrol lmen increase in the colleges and universities in the early 
1960s which threatened to overwhelm their facilities. Since 1963, 
conprehensive legislation and numerous other statutes have amended 



U.S. Congress. House. Higher Education Amendments of 1986, 
Conference Report to Accompany s. 1965. House Report So. 99-861, 99th 
Cong., 2nd Sess. Washington, U. S. Covt. Print. Off., 1986. 475 p. 
(Hereafter cited as Higher Education Amendments of 1986.) 
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portions of tbe HEA. For an analysis of the amendments and history of 
the legislation, see Reauthorization of the Higher Education Act: 
Program Description s, Issues and Options, 68 Following is a summary of 
the provisions of Title III and Title VII of the 1986 HEA. An 
analysis of the current legislation can be found in the CRS 
puolication— Higher Education Act: Reauthorization Issues . 69 A 
comparison of the previous legislation and the current law is provided 
in Higher Education Daily - Special Supplement ♦ 70 

Summary of Provisions 

A brief description follows of the content of the two titles of 
the HEA about facility construction - Title III, Institutional Aid and 
Title VII, Construction, Reconstruction and Renovation of Academic 
Facilities* 



Title III ~ Institutional Aid 

Title III of the HEA, Institutional Aid was amended by combining 
the current Part A and Part B into a new Part A - Strengthening 
Institutions* The authorized funding vould be used to improve 
academic quality, institutional management and financial stability of 



U.S. Congress* Senate* Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources. Reauthorization of the Higher Education Act: Program 
Descriptions, Issues, and Options. Committee Print. 99th Cong., 1st 
Sess., Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1985. 494 p. 

69 U.S. Library of Congress. Congressional Research Service. 
Higher Education Act: Reauthorization Issues. Issue Brief Ho. 
IB84070, by Susan Boren, Hov. 3, 1986 (continually updated). 
Washington, 1986. 23 p. 

70 Higher Education Daily - Special Supplement. Capitol 
Publications, Inc. Oct. 1986. Alexandria, VA. 16 p. 
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institutions serving a large percentage of disadvantaged students. 
Requirements for eligibility would include: 

(1) Fifty percent of an institution's student body 
receiving need-based aid under Title IV; and 

(2) A significant percentage of students receiving Pell 
Grant* 

Part B of Title III, Strengthening Historically Black Colleges 
and Universities , authorises the establi shnent of grants to improve 
the quality of historically black colleges* Grants would be provided 
directly to eligible institutions under a statutory allocation formula 
determined by the percentage of Pell Grant recipients at each 
institution, the number of students who graduate within five years, 
and the number of students who are accepted by graduate and 
professional schools*?* The legislation allows that up to 50 percent 
of the funding could be used for constructing or maintaining a 
classroom, library, laboratory, or other instructional facility* In 
addition, this part stipulates that a proportion of tne grants would 
be retained for graduate institutions* 

Part C of Title III, Challenge Grants , remains similar to past 
legislation, authorizing 50-50 matching grants to assist institutions 
in gaining financial independence* The authorization for part A is 
$120 million; part B, $105 million (includes $3 million for graduate 
institutions); and p*rt C, $20 million* 



71 Eligible institutions include many institutions which are 
more than 100 years old, at least one established as late as 1963, one 
created in the 1940s, three whose student enrollments are no longer 
majority black and several historically black colleges which have (or 
will be) merged with traditionally white institutions* Higher 
Education Amendments of 1986. p* 367* 
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Title VII - Construction* Reconstruction and Renovation of 
Academic Facilities 

Part A » Grants for Construct ion. Reconstruction and Renovation 
of Undergraduate Academic Facilities. Part B, Grants for Construction, 
Reconstruction and Renovation of Craduate Facilities , and Part C, 
Loans for Construction t Rec onstruction . and Renovation of Academic 
Facilities are reauthorized at $15 million, $10 million, and $25 
million respectively, for FY 1987 and such sums as may be necessary 
for each of the A succeeding fiscal years. The legislation allows 
that a maximum of \0 percent of the funding in parts A, B f and C be 
used for instructional or research equipment and for providing a 
suitable environment (upgrading facilities) for such equipment. The 
upgrading deemed necessary by an institution must "... be 
essential to the continued utility of the research or instructional 
instrumentation and equipment."? 2 (p art A ha8 not been £unded flince 
1973.) 

A new Part D of Titt< VII, Grants to Pay Interest on Debt 
authorizes a program of interest grants to assist higher education 
institutions and building agencies in reducing the cost of borrowing 
from other non-Federal sources for projects that are partially funded 
through part C loans. A limitation of $13.5 million is placed on the 
total amount of annual interest grants which may be paid to 
institutions and building agencies within a given year. 

A new Part E of Title VII of the HEA, College Construction Loan 
Insurance Association (the Corporation), authorizes the establishment 
of a joint venture among the Secretary of Education, the Student Loan 
Marketing Association and interested individuals in the public and 

72 -Higher Education Amendments of 1986, p. 440. 
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Academic community* It was authorized $20 million for FY 1987. It is 
designed to guarantee and insure bonds and loans for the construction 
and renovation of academic facilities primarily for those institutions 
that cannot obtain financing in the private market* The current weans 
of financing facilities construction and maintenance are limited to 
internal funding, borrowing, indirect costs and capital gift cam- 
paigns, none being a viable means of financing significant investment 
in plant and equipment for the majority of universities . 7 ** It was 
found that borrowing was used by only a small percentage of higher 
education institutions and that bank financing options, short-term in 
nature, were not conducive to construction. In addition, academic 
institutions' investment in the tax exempt bond market, while serving 
as a necessary source of capital for higher education, was limited to 
"investment grade' 1 as characterized by the bond rating agencies. 7 ^ 
The need for credit was recognized by those institutions that were 
"non-investment grade" yet fundamentally sound. The House Committee 
on Education and Labor proposed a Federal/private partnership (private 
for-profit corporation) whose purpose would be to " ♦ ♦ . enhance the 
credit quality of non-i nvestment grade but fund men tally sound 
educational institutions seeking funds for facility construction, 
capital improvement 9 scientific instrumentation and related equipment 
used for the purposes of higher education and training," 75 

73 Higher Education Amendments of 1985. p. 72. 

7 * Investment grade refers to academic institutions considered 
to be of the highest credit calibre. 

75 U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Education and Labor. 
Higher Education Amendments of 1985. Report to Accompany H.R. 3700. 
House Report Mo. 99-383, 99th Cong., 1st Sess. ttashington, U.S. Govt. 
Print. Off., 1985, p. 70. 
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Part F of Title VII, gouging and Other Educational Facilities 
L°*R» reauthorizes loans to assist undergraduate postsecondary 
educational institutions for constructing, reconstructing, or 
renovating housing, academic facilities, or other educational and 
research facilities. One requirement of this part is that the 
educational institution seeking a loan is unable to secure 
construction funding from other sources of similar terms and 
conditions* 

Part C of Title VII, Special Programs authorizes the provision 
of financial assistance for the purpose of construction and renovation 
to the following institutions; Bethune Cookoan College, §6.2 million; 
Eastern Michigan University (Welch Hall), §2.0 million; Rochester 
Institute of Technology, $1.8 million; and Shaw University (Estey 
Hall), ^550,000. 

Health Research Extension Act of 1985, p»L. 99-158 

The Health Research Extension Act of 1985, p.L. 99-158, Title 
IV, National Research Institutes, Part C, Section 497, General 
Provisions, authorizes the receipt and acknowledgement of gifts 
($50,000 or more) for acquiring grounds or for erecting, or 
maintaining facilities for the National Institutes of Health or a 
national research institute which may exist at universities. Cifts 
given in accordance with this section may also be used for equipment* 
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Food Security Act of 1985 (P.L. 99-198). Title XIV. national 
Agricultural Research, Extension, and Teaching Policy Act 
Amendment* of 1985 

Provisions are contained in the Food Security Act of 1985 (P.L. 
99-198) for the U.S. Department of Agriculture to support academic 
agricultural research facilities for FY 1988 through FY 1990. 76 This 
Act authorizes funds for research facilities in the amount of $20 
million for each of the fiscal years 1986 through 1990. Amendments 
contained in this section allow the funds provided under the Act to be 
used also for the acquisition of equipment. This section requires 
that the research dollars go only to w.iose institutions committed to 
agriculture and related research. In previous legislation, 
institutions with an "adequate" research program could compete for 
funds. The funds are to be used for planning, constructing, and 
repairing buildings and for buying or leasing land by the Agricultural 
Research Service. Planning is limited to $500,000 and total cost is 
limited to $5 million. 77 A requirement is made that reports on 
construction activity by location be submitted to Congress within 60 
days of the end of each fiscal vear. 

The Food and Security Act gives particular focus to the 1890 
land-grant institutions by authorizing program grant awards to upgrade 

\ 



ft U.S. Congress. House. Committee of Conference. Food 

Security Act of 1985. Conference Report to Accompany H.R. 2100. 

House Report No. 99-447, 99th Cong., 1st Sess. Washington, U.S. Govt. 
Print. Off., 1985. p. 203. 

77 U.S. Dept. o>* Agriculture. Economic Research Service. 

Provisions of the Food Security Act of 1985. Washington, Apr. 1986. 
p. 61. 
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1890 exten.ion facilities" since 19u> the 18gn Und _ grant 
in.titution., including Tu.kegee Inttitute, have a ..i.ted in the 
delivery of cooperative exteniion program, to eligible client! in 16 
State.. Both the Smith-Lever Act of 1972 ,„d the national 
Agricultural Re.earch, Extension, , n d Teaching Policy Act of 1977 
provided progrea funding for facility conduction at 1890 land-grant 
in.titution.. However, the facilitie. .ituation reportedly remains 
critical at the.e in.titutiono.79 the necdf y-ry on ^ 

caapu.es, commonalities do exist, with such problems cited as: 

(1) liaited space in old buildings needing major 
renovation; 

(2) expansion of present staff beyond facility capacityi 

(3) need for facilities to expand State prograas for such 
activities as conferencps, fairs, livestock shows: 
and 

U) need for facilities to capitalize on new and emerging 
technologies. 80 

The Act establishes a new grant prograo to provide ?10 million for 
each of the fiscal years 1986 through 1990, with such sums to remain 
available until expended. Approximately 4 percent of the funds would 
be available for administration of the program, with the balance 
available to eligible institutions for the purpose of asiisting in the 

... " , The P"«»8e °f the Second Morrill Act in 1890 required States 
Son. / 2 f ° f hl ?, her education t0 P^d. land-grant in.titu- 
black institution, were founded, and some private black schools came 

« fLT con 5f ol » eventually 16 black in.titution. were design"^ 
a. land grant college*. 8 

»» U.S. Congress. Hou.e. Coemittee on Agriculture. Food 

£ S^f'V/h r 85 - ? 6P0rt t0 AcC °° pany H ' R - 2100 - Hou " 

mi, p. 119? 8e "* Mfl,hin 8 ton ' U -S- Print. Off., 

80 Ibid., p. 119-120. 
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purchase of equipment and land, and the planning, construction , 
alteration, or renovation of buildings, to provide adequate facilities 
to conduct extension work in a balanced way in meeting the needs of 
the people of their respective States* The Act stipulates that funds 
cannot be used for the payment of any overhead costs of the eligible 
institution* ~ — 

Tax Reform Act of 1986, P. L* 99-154 

On October 22, 1986, President Reagan signed into law the Tsx 
Reform Act of 1986 (P.L. 99-154). Provisions are contained in the 
legislation that probably will have a significant impact on colleges 
and universities* Of particular concern is that the legislation 
imposes a ceiling of $150 million on the amount of tax exempt bonds 
which any independent institution of higher education could have 
outstanding at one time. 8* Another major concern is that tfce repeal 
of the investment tax credit and the reduced depreciation allowance 
for companies might weaken the incentive for companies to invest in 
education* In addition, the act makes charitable gifts of appreciated 
property liable to the alternate i^nimum tax* Prior to the passage of 
the tax legislation, charitable gifts were fully deductible, ano were 
reported to account for AO percent of private giving to both public 
and private colleges and universities* In a written statement, Robert 
H* Rosenzwelg, president of the Association of American Universities 



81 A tax exempt bond is a debt obligation issued by a State or 
local government or subdivis) on thereof, the interest of whi ch i s 
exempt from Federal income tax* Thomas Bead- Association of American 
Universities* Telephone interview, Oct* 16, 1986* 
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and Robert H. Atvell, president of the American Council on Education, 
concluded that: 

♦ ♦ . fHJowever one views the merits of the (act] in 
general, it wi?.l also seriously impair the ability of 
educational institutions to raise funds from private 
sources, exclude twenty or more najor research 
universities from issuing tax-exempt bonds to finance 
instructional and research facilities, and tax the 
scholarships of .tudents. The savings to the government 
from these provisions will be negligible? the damage to 
ed> ation and research will be substantial. 82 

f^.° n !V SC !! nCe / 0Undati0n Authori *«ti°" * ct for Fiscal V^r 
lyoo. P.L» 99-159 

The National Science Foundation Authorisation Act for Fiscal 
Year 1986, Title I, Section 108, Data Collection and Analysis, 
authorises the National Science Foundation (NSF) to design a data 
collection and analysis capability for the purpose of identifying and 
assessing the research facilities needs of colleges an d universities. 
This action was requested because of lack of information in this area. 
Documentation of the needs of universities, by major field of science 
and engineering, would include expenditures for the construction and 
modernisation of research laboratories, fixed equipment and major 
research equipment needs, an d sources of funds. The survey, conducted 
every 2 years, would be the responsibility of the NSF and other 
appropriate agencies. This section required that the report be 
submitted to the Congress by September 1, 1986. A summary of the 
finding, from the first survey of facilities needs can be found in 
chapter six of this report. 



and Hubert B it ?! f^" M * A "° ci " ion °' American Universities 
to Co?W A ? e - 1Ca " CtUncil on ^-cation. Tax Bill Harmful 

to Colleges and Universities. Hews Release. Aug. 19, 1986. 
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High Technology Morrill Act. S. 935 

The High Technology Morrill Act would have established a 
national technology education grants program for the purpor of 
providing matching Federal assistance to join*, initiatives by private 
industry, educational institutions, and State governments. The Act 
specified that grants made under this act may be used for laboratory 
equipment and facilities in educational institutions and 
research/education centers for training new scientific, engineering, 
and technical employees while conducting applied research or 
stimulating 'nnovation, technology transfer and the application of new 
Technologies. Introduced in April 1985, this legislation was not 
acted on in the 99th Congress. 

High Technology Research and Scientific Education Act of 1985. S. 
58. H.R. 1188 

The High Technology Research and Scientific Education Act of 
1985, S. 58, amends the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to make 
permanent the income tax credit for research and development (R&D). 
It would have allowed corporations income tax deductions for 
contributions of scientific and technical property to a higher 
education institution. 83 The legislation would have modified the 
charitable contribution deduction of corporations for scientific and 
technical property to: 



It defined scientific and technical property to mean tangible 
personal property used in a trade or business, which is donated for 
the direct education of students or faculty, for research and 
experimentation or for research training in the United States in 
mathematics, the physical, biological, or chemical sciences, 
engineer *ng, or advanced computer sciences. 
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(1) expand the eligible uses to which the property aay be 
put to include direct education as well as research 
and research training; 

(2) make computer software eligible for the deduction: 
and 

(3) make state-of-the-art equipment used in the 
taxpayer s trade or business eligible for the 
deduction. 04 

Introduced in January 1985, no action „ as taken on the bill after 
cosoittee referral in the Senate in January 1985 and the House in 
February 1985. 



Trade De velopment Investment Act. H.R. 4719 

The Trade Development Investment Act, H.R. 4719, set forth 
provisions to enhance the competitiveness of the United States in 
international markets by increasing the public investment in education 
and training. Introduced in April 1986, no action was taken on the 
bill after its referral to the Subcommittee on Trade in tu.y 1986. 
Subtitle B, Part I, Replacement and Modernization of College Research 
Facilities - University Research Facilities Revitalization Act of 
1986, required each of the major Federal research and development 
agencies to establish and conduct a „ e „ university research laboratory 
modernization program. The legislation defined the major Federal R&D 
agencies as: (1) the Hational Science Foundation, (2) the Department 
of Health and Human Services, (3) the Department of Defense, (4) the 
Department of Energy, (5) the National Aeronattic. and Space 
Administration; and (6) the Department of Agriculture. Support would 
have been an amount equal to a specified portion of the funds 

BpcoJ 4 n a - D , f0 ^'- J ° hD °* Re " ark « in the Senate. Congressional 
Record., Daily Edition, v. 131, Jan. 3, 1985. p. 8 17b. 
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available to the agency involved for R&D awards to colleges and 
universities and would have been reserved for the replacement or 
modernisation of such institutions' obsolete laboratories and other 
research facilities. Funds would have been awarded in response to 
specific proposals submitted by the institutions and on a competitive 
basis in an amount not exceeding 50 percent of the cost of the 
replacement or modernization involved. Authorizations for H.R. 4719 
were $465 million, with $100 million directed to the HSF. The 
legislation would also have transferred $50 million to the HSF under 
Title I of the Education for Economic Security Act, cad provide for 
tax incentives for qualified organizations to support basic research. 

America's Living Standard Act of 1986, S. £810 

The America's Living Standard Act of 1986, S. 2810, set forth 
various provisions to promote economic competitiveness in the United 
States. Of particular importance to higher education was Title V, 
University Research Fund, which required awards to be made to 
institutions of highe*- education for the Federal share of the cost of 
acquiring, replacing, renovating, upgrading, or constructing 
facilities and equipment to be principally used for scientific 
research or 'aboratory instruction. Restrictions contained in the 
legislation stipulated that not more than 50 percent of the amount of 
each award be uaed for permanently installed experiment equipment and 
that not more than 25 percent of any such award be used for the 
purchase of stand- alone equipment. Any college or university 
receiving an award was required to provide matching funds derived from 
a non-Federal source. The legislation authorized $250 million to be 
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appropriated for the fiscal year ending Septeaber 30, 1987, and each 
fiucal year there after ending prior to October 1, i 98 7. 

Research Facilities Re v italization Act of 198S. h p. ->w^ 

On June 20, 1985, the University Research Facilities 
Revitalization Act of 1985, H.R. 2823, was introduced by 
Representative Don Fuqua, chairman, House Science a „d Technology 
Conaittee. Provisions within the legislation would have authorized 
$10 billion over a 10-year period for the replaceaent or modernization 
of obsolete university and college laboratories and other research 
facilities ($5 billion in Federal fu „ds redirected from elsewhere in 
the Federal R&D budget, and $5 bUlion i„ Batching „ on - Fedftral 
funds).85 The fund8 HOuld hav£ been distr . buted flmong sijc ^.^ 

Federal research and development (R&D) agencies, the National Science 
Foundation (HSF), the Department of Health and Human Services ( DHHS ) , 
the Department of Defense (DOD), the Department of Energy (DOE) , the 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration ( NASA ) , and the 
Department of Agriculture (USDA). The agencies would have -d 
discretion in implementation of the facility modernization programs, 
which could include mixed-use structures (facilities used for both 
research and instruction). 

The six agency program would have been within the juri.diction 
of four committees, t he House Committee on Agriculture, Armed 

Subco^it^-on'S, t^^^^"^ ^ffc 
o^ l n T 1 2 y 823 ReS a r „ h c FaCili J ieS Act'of "l985. ^Hearing" 

of sat 2823 - The u — Vac ii i-JSKEsra 
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Serviced , Energy and Commerce, and the House Coaxuittee on Science and 
Technology* For FY 1987, the first year of the 10-year modernization 
program, authorizations to the major Federal R&D agencies would have 
been proportional to each agency's current obligations for R&D to 
universities and colleges. The total FY 1S87 authorization was 
requested at $470 million: NSF, $100 million, HIH, $200 million, DOD, 
$100 million, DOE, $25 million, NASA, $20 million, and USDA, $2S 
million. For the years FY 1988 to FY 1996, the agencies would have 
been required to set aside approximately 10 percent of tbei R&D 
obligations to universities and colleges for their laboratory 
modernization programs, which would form part of the R&D base of each 
agency.® 0 

H.R. 2823 contained a provision to protect the base of 
university R&D funding. As structured, the provision prevent d the 
university facility program from growing at a faster pace than ^he R&D 
base during years of increased R&D funding. In the event that R&D 
funding was decreased, the facility program formula would become zero 
if R&D funding was cut 10 percent or more. 

An additional provision in the legislation would have 
established some protection against favoritism toward the big, well- 
established research universities over the smaller educational 
institutions. The legislation provided that at least 15 percent of 
the aoounts that was rese, 3d for the facility programs be available 
to educational institutions below the first 100 institutions in 
overall Federal R&D funding. 87 

86 Ibid., p. 34. 

87 Ibid. 
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The HSF would have served as a coordinator by conducting 
periodic assessments (every two years) of university and college 
research facility ne<id6 and by assessing and reporting the progress in 
the implementation of the laboratory modernization programs. 

The House Science, Research and Technology Subcommittee held a 
series of hearings in October 1985 on H.R. 2823, but the legislation 
was not acted on. Testimony was give*i by individuals in both the 
public and private sector on the conditions of academic research 
facilities and the various funding mechanisms proposed for modernizing 
them. A summary of those hearings follows. 

Overview of the Hearings on the University Re sear v Facilities 
Revitalization Act of 1985, H.R. 2823 

The House Science, Research, and Technology Subcommittee of the 
House Committee on Science and Technology held three days of hearings 
in October 1985 on the University Research Facilities Revitalization 
Act of 1985. Subcommittee Chairman Doug Walgren indicated that the 
objective of the hearings was to reach a consensus on a Federal 
program to address the problem of obsolescent and deteriorating 
facilities. 

Opening testioony was provided by Erich Bloch, Director, 
National Science Foundation. Mr. Bloch acknowledged that modernizing 
university research facilities *as of major importance to the 
scientific, engineering and technological health of the Nation, but 
declined to support the bill as it was written. Mr. Bloch argued that 
the bill, by allocating a fixed proportion of all R&D funds to 
facilities, would subtract from those funds otherwise available for 
basic research. Donald >rter, Acting Deputy Undersecretary of 
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Defense for Research and Advanced Technology, Department of Defense, 
offered similar reasons for opposing H.R. 2823* He contended that the 
establishment of a reserve fund for facility construction and 
renovation would divert resources from both the support of the 
education of the scientists and engineers and from the total research 
being performed at different institutions* 

Additional witnesses, representing several educational 
organizations, the American Association of State Colleges and 
Universities and the American Society of Engineering Education, 
concurred with the intent of the proposed legislation. These panel 
members supported the facilities program outlined in H.R. 2823 and 
maintained that the bill did not divert support away from basic 
research* However, they did voice concerns about the funding formula 
contained in the legislation which they felt would restrict agency 
flexibility to adninister programs overlap with existing construction 
authorities and discriminate against independent research 
organisations* 

Reservations about the requirement for matching funds were 
expressed by Charles A. Hosier, Jr., Vice President for Eesearch and 
Craduate Studies, Pennsylvania State University and Member, National 
Science Board* Due to the present fiscal budget constraints, he 
suggested reducing the net cost to the Federal Covernaent to as little 
as 30 percent. 88 He maintained that a 30 percent grant up front from 
the Federal Covernnent would be adequate to leverage matching sources 
from private and industrial sectors and from States. During his 
testimony, Dr. Hosier addressed the issue of indirect costs relative 



88 Ibid 



p. 212. 
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to the .upport of facilities modsrnisation.89 He „. ie(J t|mt indirect 
cost reimbursements are in most case, not replacement costs, but are 
based on the initial cost of equipment and buildings. Hosl*r cited as 
«n example a building on his campus (Pennsylvania State University), 
which was erected in 1923 at a cost of $25 ail lion, and has continued 
to be in active use and is undergoing a $6 million renovation. 90 
However, this building » still being assessed, presumably, at a cost 
of $25 million.91 tie stated: "The fact that you have a lot of very 
old buildings that have been put to a very long and good use sometimes 
leeislate. (sic) against you if you want to recover your costs through 
the indirect cost mechanism. "92 

Additional comments were made relative to the set-aside 
provision, of H.R. 2823, indicating that facilities funding should be 
linked directly with research project awards. John SUrmsn, Vice 
President, Association of American Medical Colleges, stated that each 
agency's university R&D constituents have different construction need. 

m,„.» 8 l , Indire ? t C08ts «™ tho.e incurred for providing the 
management, services, and operation and maintenance of facilltu! 

unoe U rt r a e L t0 t Pr0V !, de ^ en . vi ~ t ""ich researc project, .re 
undertaken at acadesuc institutions. One of the seven indirect cost 

re.e7rch"ciUti l e n . tere d 8t °" b °" 0Ued "pita! to ov"d" 

I. 1982) rLoli. pi eqUll r nt , (£or « uch squired after July 

' . L Thom "» Eleanor C,, Leonard L. Lederman et al (Ution.l 

90 Ibid., p. 212. 

91 Ibid. 

92 Ibid. 
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which could be Setter Accommodated through the annual appropriation 

process. He stated that: 

H«R. 2823*s policy of requiring agencies to spend a minimum 
fixed percentage of their academic R&D budgets for research 
facility construction is generally undesirable, but it is doubly 
risky given the absence of comprehensive data on university 
facilities needs , broken down by discipline and type of 
institutions."^ Sherman further recommended that: 

(1) The proposed funding formula for university (10 
percent for each agency) facilities projects should 
be dropped and permanent legislative authority or 
regular authorizations employed instead; 

(2) The allocation of 15 percent of BUS'S research facilities 
program to institutions with smaller research tnd 
development budgets should be deleted: 

(3) Grant eligibility should be expanded to include 
"total project costs**; 

(4) Program eligibility should be extended to university- 
affiliated hospitals; 

(5) Language should be added that allows construction 
funds to remain available until expended; and 

(6) Right-of-recovery language should be added to ensure 
funds are ufcjd for originally intended purposes .94 

Vijaya L. Melnick, Senior Research Scholar, Center for Applied 

Research and Urban Policy, University of the District of Columbia; and 

Charles A. Walker, Dean, School of Pharmacy, Florida A&M University, 

endorsed the intent of the bill and proposed including support for new 

construction as well as a focus for historically black colleges and 

universities* Walker argued that these institutions have always found 

it difficult to develop their physical infrastructure* He stated 

that : M . . » for the past decade they [predominantly black 

institutions ] have been provided significant research support from 



93 ibid., p. 338. 

94 Ibid., p. 342. 
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•pecific initiations and agencies in Washington, but they have never 
received support for facilities to conduct such research."95 Walker 
contended that predominantly black institutions, though having 
demonstrated their research capabilities, have not participated in 
science and technology research on a large scale, and would need extra 
funding in order to get involved.96 Be recommended that 15 percent of 
the support be allocated for predominantly black institutions and that 
provisions be made similar to the set-aside of funds recently enacted 
in the Research Centers in Minority Institutions legislation for the 
development of research infrastructures at minority institutions. " 
Dr.. Walker also stated that most of .he predominantly black 
institutions would find the 50/50 matching requirement difficult to 
meet, preventing many from becoming involved. 



H.R. 1905 



On April I, 1987, Representative Robert A. Roe, chairman of the 
House Science, Space, and Technology Conmittee introduced H.R. 1905. 
The proposed legislation would establish a program in the Hational 
Science Foundation for the repair, renovation or replacement of 
laboratories and other research facilities at universities and 



95 Ibid., p. 464. 
9» Ibid. 



. The Research Centers in Hinority Institutions (RCMI) program 
is designed to expand t'.,e national capability for research in the 
health .fences by assiuing, through grant support, redominsntly 
minority institution, that offer the doctorate in the health pToti- 
sions and/or health related sciences. The RCMI is intended to enhance 
Significantly the capacity for the conduct of biomedical and/or 
behavioral research at , uc h minority institutions by strengthening 
their research environment. 8 
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colleges* Provision within the legislation would authorize NSF to 
spend $250 million per-yesr for the next ten years, with the 
universities required to obtain matching funds f roe non-Federal 
sources* 

The legislation also establishes criteria for the awarding of 
funds to any institution that include: 

(1) the quality of the research and training to be carried out 
in the facility or facilities involved; 

(2) the congruence of the institution's research activities 
with the future research mission of the National Science 
Foundation; and 

(3) the contribution which the project will make toward meeting 
university research and related training needs* 

The legislation also proposes that 15 percent of the totsl 

amount appropriated be available only to universities and colleges 

that receive less than $10 million in total Federal R&D in each of the 

two preceding fiscal years* 

SELECTED ACEHCY POLICY ALTER HAT I VES 

Policy Change by the MSF in Support of Research Facilities 

After the NSF Authorization Act of 1986. The National Science 
Board of the NSF issued an "Important Notice 19 (no* 98) to universities 
and research organizations amending and clarifying its policy on 
support ing f ac i 1 it ies construction and renovat ions* The Hat ional 
Science Board maintains that institutions should able to recover 
the cost of facilities through indirect coa mechanism based on a 
reasonable expected life of the facility and realistic rates of 
recovery* The Board also announced that it would consider facility 
proposals along with research and instrumentation needs in its funding 




ERJC 



75 



deci.ion.. Erich Bloch, Director, National Science Foundation .tated 



that: 



11 l *.' h ? Fo"n<l«tion'i policy that principal 
re.pon.ibility for providing facilitiet for research and 
education remaini with academic inst i tut ions . The 
Foundation will, however, consider limited iupport for 
facilitiei when a compelling case can be made. 98 

According to the HSF, however, current fi.cal budget constraint, 
will prevent the foundation from making available special funding for 
facilities. As a result, those proposal, submitted that include funds 
for facilities construction, renovation, or improvement will be 
considered along „ith all other proposals received by the HSF. Mr. 
Bloch stated that in most cases, HSF would establish a policy to give 
first consideration to project support, next to major equipment and 
instrumentation, and finally to facilities. However, he noted that 
exception, could be made. » . . . [i]„ fields in which research is 
especially dependent on specialized facilities, and a compelling 
argument i, oad e that facilities are required to achieve specific 
research or education objectives, facilities support will be 
provided." 99 

P roposed Bevi.ion of Office of Management nnd Budget (OHRl 
Circular A-l. "Cost Pri nciples for Educational Institutions" 

There has been extensive debate by Congress, the research 
community and colleges and universities concerning the problem of 
riaing indirect 'overhead) costs of Covernment-f unded academic 

, „ 9 . 8 Ha . ti . onal Science Foundation. Important Hotice to Presidents 
of Universities and College, and Bead, of Other Hational S-ience 
foundation Crantee Organization.. Hotice Ho. 98. Sept. 27, 1985. 

99 Ibid. 
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research projects. Estimates for indirect cost payments in FY 1978 
were ^proximately $900 ail lion, an amount equal to 36 percent of the 
funds for the direct cost of research and development to colleges and 
uni vers i tics • The significant growth in indirect costs was 

witnessed in FY 1984 when estimated payments for indirect costs to 
institutions rose to approximately $1.7 billion, 43.6 percent of the 
estimated $3.9 billion for direct scientific research and 
development • ^01 (See table 5.1.) ihe most salient increase in 
indirect costs was for payments for departmental administration, 
rising from $275 million in FY 1978 to $558 million in FY 1984. 102 

The Office of Management and Budget's (0MB) Circular A-21 sets 
Covemirent wide accounting principles *or direct and ind .rect costs -f 
Federal grants to colleges and universities. While there has been 
almost no controversy over the reasonableness and necessity of direct 
costs, there has beei. considerable controversy over indirect cost 
reimbursements. The OMB lists seven categories of indirect costs: (1) 
operation and maintenance expenses; (2) use charges for buildings and 
equipment; (3) library expenses; (4) sponsored projects adminiat ra- 
tion; (5) general administration; (6) student administration and 
services; and (7) departmental administration. In summary, indirect 

100 According to UHS, the direct cost of R&D is the total amount 
of Federal obligations to universities for R&D minus the total 
indirect cost payments to universities (e.g., Total R&D FY 1984 M 5.6 
billion - $1.7 billion M $3.9 billion as the direct cost of research). 

101 U.S. Dept. of Health and Human Service*. Office of the 
Inspector Ceneral. The Impact of Indirect Costs on Research Sponsored 
by the Federal Government at Universities and Colleges. Memorandum 
ACH01-61004. Dec. 23, 1985. p. 2. 

102 ibid., p. 8. 
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cost* can bi divided into infrastructure and administrative cottt. 
The first three categories are rarely controversial , with the 
increases being accounted for in throe ays: (1) inflation; (2) core 



TABLE 5.1. Approximate Amount Paid to Universities 
for Indirect Coat Components 
by All Pederal Agencies 
(In Millions of Dollars) 





1982 


1983 


1984 


3 

Totalt 


Year 

Rati 


Dse Allowances/Depreciation 
on Buildings and Equipaent 


$123 


$138 


$163 


$ 424 


92 


Operation and Maintenance 
of Physical Plant 


351 


412 


482 


1245 


28Z 


Ceneral Administration 


216 


228 


264 


709 


16Z 


Departmental Administration 
(Including Deans' Offices) 


415 


489 


558 


1462 


332 


Spon§ot»u Projects Administration 


97 


103 


112 


312 


7Z 


Library 


62 


64 


72 


198 


4Z 


Studert Services 


18 


6 


4 


28 


1Z 


Other 


29 


39 


51 


119 


_3Z 


Totals 51 


,310 


$1,480 


$1,706 


$4,496 


100Z 



Source: U.S. Congress. House. Coroittee on Science and Technology. The 
Fedr-al Government and the University Research Infrastructure. Hearings. 99th 

uSdJlL, 1 jV. : f May 222 Sept - 1985 - Wriuen te8tia * ny of *™y *• 

universitiea claiming facilities depreciation rather than the straight 
2 percent use allowance, and (3) universities reexamining their 
accounting procedure* and more accurately allocating building and 
equipment ute aid fuel coats to the cost of conducting research. 103 



103 



Ibid., p. 2. 
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It is the four departmental administrative costs components that are 
the least definitive and have been controversial and difficult to 
evaluate in terms of their benefit to federally sponsored research 
projects. In addition , these administrative cost pools have been 
difficult to quantify and challenge under the current provisions 
because of a lack of criteria for specifying the types of allowable 
costs* The variability is evident in that total departmental 
administrative rates, as a percentage of total direct costs, have 
ranged anywhere from 9*0 percent to 24.8 percent »*04 

As a result of the controversy surrounding indirect costs, 
numerous proposals have been made to restructure the way in which 
indirect costs are computed and reimbursement policies put into 
practice* Included in the proposals is one t) allow the indirect ccst 
mechanism to address the specific concerns of physical research 
infrastructure needs* Such a proposal would entail increasing the 
allowable Federal reimbursements of indirect cost rates* making 
additional revenue available for upgrading the physical research 
facilities of colleges and universities* 

HOUSE SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY TASK FORCE HEARINGS OH THE 
UNIVERSITY RESEARCH INFRASTRUCTURE 

The House Committee on Science and Technology* Task Force on 
Science Policy* held hearings on May *1, 22 and September 5, 1985, on 
the physical condition of research infrastructure in U*S* colleges and 

104 Ibid . 

105 Thomas* Eleanor C* , Leonard L. Lederman et al. National 
Science Foundation* Directorate for Scientific* Technological, and 
International Affairs* Indirect Cotts of Federally Funded Academic 
Research* Aug* 1964* p* 16 (unpublished paper). 
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univer.ities. In testimony before the cosaittee, Bernadine Bealy, 
CUinaan. Research Institute, Cleveland Clinic Foundation and former 
Deputy Director, Office of Science and Technology Policy, stated that 
the phyaical infrastructure of the universities directly affects the 
productivity of the research enterprise, the quality of talent of the 
college graduate and the overall ability of the universities to 
respond ro an increasing technological society. She contended that, 
for more than a decade, the partnerships among industry, Government 
and the university have not addressed the issue of infrastructure. 
Because of the deficiencies in the physical infrastructure of the 
institutions, questions have been raised as to whether the colleges 
and universities will be nbl e to train the very best talent 
consistently and continuou,ly in order to ensure adequate future 
levels of scientific productivity. 106 

Use allowance as an indirect cost component received consider- 
able debate. 107 Dr . Bealy suggested ^ ^ ^ 

significantly shorter for depreciation for building, and also for 
instruments. The present use allowance is two percent for buildings 
which assumes a 50-year life and a si, and two thirds percent £or 
eguigment which assumes a 16 or 17 year life. 108 she Mintained that 

Infrastructure, p?""* 1 G ° Vern ° ent and < he University Research 

„f „„ 107 al }° wan « or depreciation is compensation for too use 

of an institution's building, and equipment, provided they are needed 
and used for institutional activities „ d are properly allorable to 
sponsored agreements. The Impar- of Indirect Cn/t. «- a 1 
Sponsored by the Federal Government a »ll£?"? 

Struck, p'! e 53! ederaI C ° Vernlnent — «- University Research 
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the actual average uceful life for buildings is probably about 20-25 
years, the sane as used for industrial laboratories. 1 ^ The 
amortization period for equipment is also unrealistically long, she 
said, and should be six to eight years* 110 She proposed that a 
f reneuork be const rue ted In which institutions are reimbursed 
realistically for facilities and equipment used in federally sponsored 
research. She also said that colleges and universities should assume 
leadership in identify : ng cost savings associate'' with research 
overhead* 111 

In discussion on .he use allowance, Representative George Brown 
noted that the efficient rebuilding of the physical infrastructure 
required long-ranfce planning and proposed changes in the use allowance 
to help address the longer tern capital needs of acadeaia* He 
suggested increasing the ufe allowance to IS or 20 percent, thus 
permitting institutions to use the increased use allowance to make 
mortgage payments on new facilities and equipment* 

During the hearings, Henry C* Kirschenmann, Jr., Deputy 
Assistant Secretary, Procurement, Assist*nc2 and Logistics, Department 
of Health and Human Services responded to questions on the amounts of 
indirect costs paid to institutions as part ox the total costs of 
research grants and contracts, as well as the extent to which these 
payments support the research infrastructure of the institutions* 
Concern was expressed as to the disproportionate growth in indirect 
coses in comparison with direct costs to colleges and universities* 

l W Ibid*, p. 5. 
150 Ibid . 

111 Ibid. 
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Data indicate that total Federal obligations to colleges and uni- 
versities increased from $1.9 billion in FY 1972 to .sore than $5 
billion in FY 1983, approximately a 160 percent increase. "2 o^ing 
that same period, total estimated indirect cost payments to colleges 
and universities increased 275 percent, from $400 million to $1.5 
billion.H3 Table 5a give „ a Bore recent coa?ar . eon of . nd . rect cost 

component, negotiated by the Department of Health and Human Services. 
The figures indicate that for FY 1982, FY 1983, and FY 1984, r.:,e 
administrative costs alone totalled 55.8 percent of the indirect cost 
rate. While this growth of indirect costs also reflects an increase 
in Federal contribution to physical facilities, only 37 percent oi 
those costs go to aU forms of suppport for facilities (table 5.1-9 
. percent for fixed cosis, and 28 percent for operations and 
maintenance. The issue of Federal involvement in Infrastructure 
needs, however, was not diseased by Mr. Kirschenmann. 

An industry perspective regarding the research infrastructure at 
colleges and universities was offered by Frank B. Sprow, Vice 
President, Exxon Research Engineering Co., Annandale, H.J. Spr.v, was 
in agreement that a new Federal approach is needed for funding uni- 
versity research facilities requirements on a continuous basis. Sprow 
also encouraged the adoption of supplemental institutional grants to 
universities for establishing centralized research facilities. These 
centralize research facilities would be collaboratively managed by 
the institutions using them and would facilitate the acquisition, 
maintenan ce, and sharing of instrumentation. Sprow did note, however, 

112 Ibid., p. 24. 

113 Ibid. 
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that soma collaborations presently exist between industry and 

universities* Sprov stated that: 

At some cost threshold, it is clear that centraliced 
research facilities are necessary . because the 
infrastructure required to support research is simply too 
expensive to continue to exist under the purview of the 
individual researcher, a sincle department, a single 
university, or a single company* 

CONCLUSIONS 

Though estimates vary as to t e cc;t of renovating and 
modernizing university research infrastructure, the scientific 
research community is in agreement that deficiencies clearly exist, 
threatening the vitality of the Hation's academic scientific 
enterprise* As university research activities grow in scope, there is 
evidence that the deficiencies in the present infrastructure of the 
university system may become more pronounced* Some contend that the 
Federal Government should increase its commitment to university 
research infrastructure, while others feel that private industry and 
the States should be more directly involved* Legislation was proposed 
during the 99th Congress in an effort to alleviate the problems of the 
research infract ructure* Program and policy alternatives were ilso 
given by members of the scientific research community fo .he purpose 
of improving the present conditions of the university system* 

Many in the academic community support the intent of both Mr* 
Puqua's and Mr* ttoe'o proposed legislation because the bille recognize 
the long term nature of the facilities problem; provide upfront 
capital many miiversi* ves do not have access to; require matching 
funds from non-Federal tources; set aside funds for universities with 

HA Ibid*, p. 186. 
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smaller R&D programs; and require peer review for all institutions 
proposing facilities projects. While not ail agree that a greater 
Federal role is needed, there is general agreement among interested 
observers, including the administration, that a growing problem 
exists. 





CHAPTEB VI. RKVIEH OF RECENT SISVKYS OF 
RKSEA1CH FACILITIES SEEDS 



IHTRODUCTIOM 

Besides the efforts of the Federal Government, various higher 
education organisations and esaociationa , as well as individual 
analysts have issued aajor reports ai.d held nuaerous meetings 
regarding the current state of university research facilities* This 
chapter reviev* a number of different surveys aimed at evaluating the 
overall condition of university research facilities. The focus of 
this chapter is on surveys conducted since 1980, by different 
educational organisation i, as well as the Federal Government. 

RECENT SUR VEYS 0M UNIVERSITY RRSRARPH papttttt bs ACTIVITIES 

Despite the deepening concerns of the Nation's academic community 
about the state of university repearch facilities, Congress has been 
reluctant to act, in part, because oC a lack of quantitative data 
detailing the extent and areas of need for upgrading and renovating 
such facilities. In an attempt to obtain a better information base on 
current university research facilities construction and renovation 
activities, Congress requested the National Science Foundation (HSF) 
to conduct an assessment of academic research facilities needs. 
Congress directed W3Ft 

(85) 
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♦ ♦ ♦ to design, establish, anH maintain a data collection 
And analytic capability in the Foundation for the purpose of 
identifying and assessing the research facilities needs of 
universities • • • • The Foundation, in conjunction with 
other appropriate Federal agencies, shall conduct the 
necessary survey every 2 yearr and report the results to 
Congress* 

Because of time constraints, the first report, which was due to 
Congress in ss than a year, focused on doctorate-granting 
universities only* NSF surveyed 165 doctoral granting institutions 
(108 public and 57 private) and conducted over 400 interviews with 80 
research administrators and 175 deans representing 318 programs in 
eight scientific fields and engineering* The scientific fields 
included; medical, life, computer, social, mathematical, physical, 
environmental, and psychological* 

The universities that participated in the survey accounted for 83 
percent of all Federally funded research and development (&&D) 
expenditures at universities and medical schools in 1984* The public 
universities conducted 53 percent of the total with the private 
s 3ols accounting for the remaining 30 percent**^ 

To help Congress evaluate facility needs, the report provides 
information on the amount ot space devoted to research at doctorate* 
granting institutions, expenditures on facilities related activities 
in progress and planned, as well as the age of the facilities* The 
report also summarizes research administrators' and deans* perceptions 
of facilities' needs based on 400 interviews 

US National Science Foundation Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 1986. P.L. 99-159, Section 103. 

116 Ibid., p. 2. 

11? Science and Engineering Research Facilities At Doctorate- 
Granting Institutions. National Science Foundation, Sept. 1986. p. 
1. (Hereafter referred to as the HSF Doctoral Granting Survey.) 
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Besides the recent NSP survey, there have been several other 
limited studies that have tried to evaluate academic facilities needs. 
In mi 9 the Association of American Universities (AAU) conducted a 
mail survey of 15 universities (7 private and 8 public) to try and 
answer the following questions. 

1. How much have the Nation's leading universities spent, 
from all sources, over the last four years (through 1981) 
to construct and refurbish research facilities, including 
major research equipment? 

2. What do universities ebtimate their facilities and major 
equipment needs will be over the next three years to permit 
current faculty to continue quality research and education 
programs? 

3. In the judgment of department heads and faculty, what will 
be the consequences for science, industry, and government 
if the^ accumulated facilities and equipment needs of the 
Hation s leading universities are not addressed? 11 * 

According to AAU, the 15 universities in their study, accounted 
for 22 percent of total Federal R&D spending in FY 1979. 119 

Two other university research facility studies vere releaced in 
1984 by the National Science Foundation. The first, conducted by an 
Ad Hoc interagency Steering Committee on Academic Research Facilities 
and coordinated by HiSF, examined past and future facility needs of 25 
universities. 120 The second study surveyed 248 of NSF's principal 
investigators (Pis) and university research administrators from five 

1 18 

The Natioo's Deteriorating University Research Facilities. 
Association of American Universities, July 1981. p. 2. (Hereafter 
referred to as, llie AAU Study.) " 

119 Ibid., p. 2. 

*« Adequacy of Academic Research Facilities. A brief report of 
A Survey of Recent Expenditures and Projected Heeds in Twenty-Five 
Academic Institutions. Ad Hoc Interagency Steering Coooittee on 

£cmVL. e ' e a , F o fi c A iliti ; u a - hsf Task croup ° n 

Facilities, Apr. 1984. (Hereafter referred to a. the Interagency 
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MSF divisions: Physics, Chemistry, Earth Science, Electrical, 
Computer, and Systems Engineering, am* Physiological , Cellular, and 
Molecular Biology* The Pis and research administrators were 
questioned regarding their perceptions of both instrumentation and 
facility needs* 

One of the weaknesses of NSF's PI survey is that it does not 
indicate the number and type of universities (public or private) 
surveyed. Howevei , it does indicate that 21 percent of the Pis were 
from the top 24 schools which had .received the largest amount of 
Federal R&D funding* While 75 percent of the Pis were from the top 
100 universities receiving Federal R&D funding, with only 25 percent 
from universities that fell below the top 100 largest recipients* 121 

Finally it is important to note that both th? AAU study and NSF's 
Pi survey present data or. both instrumentation and facilities us a 
single cost. As was indicated earlier in the report, becaus** many 
universities had difficulty in separating out large instrumentation 
and facility costs (the AAU study include: only instrumentation that 
costs over $100,000) they often report chem as a single physical plant 
expenditure. Thi^ is why NSF's doctoral granting survey is so 
important, because it focuses on university research facilities only* 

Survey Findings 

The following sections of the chapter review the major findings 
of the different university .^search facilities surveys that were 



121 University Research Facilities! Report on a Survey Among 
Hational Science Foundation Grantees, national Science Foundation , 
June 1, 1984. p* 3* (Hereafter referred to as NSF's PI Survey*) 
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reviewed for this report* A 1 i»t of the surveys that were reviewed 
can be found in appendix A. 

Federal Funding for Research Facilities Construction 

Although the different surveys do not focus exclusively on 
university research facilities, they all come to the same conclusion 
regarding direct Federal support for the university infrastructure. 
Beginning in the late 1960s and early 1970s the share of Federal 
funding for facilities construction decreased dramatically and will 
likely continue to do so in the future. Federal funding for 
facilities accounted for 25 to 30 percent of the total between 1965 
and 1970, and has dropped to a current level below 10 percent. 
According to NSF, this trend is expected to continue in the next five 
years, with Federal support accounting for only 6 percent of the total 
in 1991. 122 

These findings were reinforced by a recent Covemment Accounting 
Office (CAO) report that examined current Federal funding mechanisms 
for university research. According to the 10 public and 8 private 
institutions surveyed, their Federal share of physical plant support 
had decreased from 13 percent of the total in 1975 down to 4 percent 
in 1984. 12 * 



122 HSF Doctoral Cranting Survey, p. xiv. 

l2j Report to the chairman, Committee on Science and Technology, 
House of Representatives. University Finances Research Revenues and 
Expenditures, CAO, July 1986. p. 40. (Hereafter referred to as the 
GAO Study.) 
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Current and Future Institutional SpendinR Plans 

A second major finding is that the majority of the universities 
surveyed are utilizing a number of different approaches to meet their 
current and future research facilities needs* 

For example, NSF's doctoral granting survey showed that 62 
percent of the universities ?jrveyed were engaged in new construction, 
wi th 77 percent reporting upgrading or making major repairs on 
existing facilities* 12 ^ (See figure 6*1) A majority of the research 
administrators and deans at the top SO schools (54 percent see page 17 
for definition). rat~d research facilities on their campus as good or 
excellent, 125 While the majority of those officials at schools below 
the top 50 (55 percent) reported the condition of their research 
facilities as fair or poor* (See figure 6-3*) The estimated 
completion cost of all facilities work in progress for the 1985-86 
academic year was $1*7 billion.*26 

According to NSF's PI survey. 73 percent of the research 
facilities had experienced some renovation in the last ten years, at a 
median cost of $400.000. 127 While AAU's 1981 survey revealed that 
between 1977-1981. the 15 universities it surveyed had spent $400 
mill ion for new construction . modern i rat i on, major t epai r and 

124 According to MSP upgrading and renovation are costs 
associated with enhancing the R&D capability of a facility, complying 
with Government regulations, or gutting and rebuilding an existing 
facility. Major repairs includes costs associated with repairing 
deteriorated conditions, such as a new roof. HSF Doctoral Granting 
Survey, p* B~5. 

12* According to NSF the "Top 50" are the top 50 universities 
ranked in terms of research and development expenditures in 1984. 

12* Ibid., p. 7. 

127 HSF PI Survey, p. 5. 
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renovation of their research f.cilitie. and special purpose research 
eo.uipaent.128 

HSF's doctoral granting , ur v<jy providei additional information 
about current facilitiei renovation activitie.. The .urvey noted that 
a much larger percentage of public schools (72 percent coopered to 44 
percent) than private schools, „ ferc engaged in new con.truction 
activitie.. Further, a. figure 6.2 indicate!, private univeraitie. 
were more likely than public schools to be upgrading and renovating 
research facilities, but the latter ere spending slightly more. 129 

The top 50 schools were spending core than twice as much tor both 
upgrading and renovation an d aajor repairs, compared to those 
universities below the top 50. For example, in the , re « of upgrading 
and renovation, the top 50 averaged $5.3 million compared to $1.C 
aillion for the remaining schools, and for major repairs $1.6 million 
compared to $700,000 for those institutions below the top 50.130 

Regarding future activities, over 80 percent of the universities 
arc planning to construct new research facilities, according to HSF's 
doctoral granting survey. The completion cost over this five-year 
period i, expected to be $5.8 billion. Administrators contacted in 
NSF's PI survey estimated thet 47 percent of their building, were 
slated for renovation at a median co.t of $42.'>,000.131 AAU'a .urvey 
results indicated that the 15 univer.itie. responding will nce d to 

1 28 AAU .tudy, p. 7. 

1 29 HSF Doctoral Cranting Survey, p. 12. 

1 30 Ibid. 

131 USF PI Survey, p. 5. 
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spend approximately $460 million for new construction in the next 
three years. 132 

tiSF's interagency survey of 25 universities estimated that aboir 1 " 
$495 million per year of construction, remodeling, sod refurbishment 
of science, engineering, and medical research facilities is rlanned 
over the next five years* According to the NSF report if "these plans 
were scaled up in proportion to the share of Federally funded R&D, 
[received by these universities] all universities and colleges would 
require over the next five years about $1*3 billion per year for these 
purposes." 133 This estioate would result in a five-year total 
expenditure of $6.5 billion, close to the $5.8 billion that the NSF 
doctoral granting study indicated. 

Further analysis of NSP's doctoral granting findings reveals that 
the top 50 schools plan to spend about three times as much as the 
other institution* for constructing new research facilities. Public 
universities vere more likely than private universities to have new 
construction planned (figure 6.2) but the private schools planned to 
spend mo-e. 13 * (Private schools averaged $35 million, compared to $31 
million for the public institutions.) 

Approximately 84 percent of the universities planned to upgrade 
or renovate existing research and development facilities, with the top 
50 schools estimating expenditures substantially higher than the 
others. In the next five years three-fourthf of the universities plan 
major repairs, with the top 50 institutions projected to spend amounts 

132 AAU study, p. 9. 

133 NSF Interagency study. Initial Report. Apr. 1984. 

134 Doctoral Granting Survey, p. 13. 



ERLC 



97 



93 



two and one-half times greater then the other universities, $9 Billion 
compared to $3.4 Billion, 135 



Factors Affe cting Facilities Construction Activities 

The KSF's doctoral granting survey found was that a majority of 
research administrators and deans did not believe the: "inability to 
obtain loans, restriction on the use of endowments and grants, legal 
restrictions, lack of campus space, and pressure to develop teaching 
rather than research capabilities, constrained their university from 
addressing its facility needs. "136 However, 48 percent of the 
research administrators said restrictions on grants and endowments 
were a problea while 38 percent saio lack of space hurt their ability 
to address facility needs. A greater proportion of the deans felt the 
lack of campus space hindered their efforts to address facilities 
needs. !37 Qnly 14 percent of the research Administrators felt that 
their inability to obtain loans hurt their ability to address their 
research facility requirements. 



Facilities Funding Is a Marginal Expense 

One of the most interesting findings that emerged from the MSF 
doctoral granting survey was that both the research administrators and 
deans viewed facilities funding as a "marginal expense" relative to 

135 Ibid., p. 14. 

136 Ibid., p. 25. 

137 Ibid., p. 28. 
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personnel and equipment . Fifty-six percc . of the research 



administrators said new Additional funds would be spent on facilities 
first* However, the administrators indicated that facil i t ies 
expenditures would be cut first if funding were reduced, followed by 
equipment and then personnel* The deans were less likely to use 
additional research funds for facilities, although they were somewhat 
less likely to make reductions here first**39 

NSF's PI survey asked both administrators and Pis to rank six 
items in relat ion to the importance they should receive in the 
spending of university funds, with the primary goal of inproving 
research* Four of the six items referred to human resource needs* 
The Pis and research administrators chose instrumentation as the most 
important reiearch need* Research facilities was considered the 
second highest need, followed by personnel needs* 

Sources of Funding for Facilities Construction 

Funding for university research activities are derived from four 
major sources, the Federal Covernment, State governments, tax-exempt 
bonds, and private donations or endowments* As might be expected, all 
the surveys indicated that public and private institutions rely on 
very different sources of funding for facilities activities* 
According to the NSF doctoral granting survey, the public institutions 
depend on State resources for most of their facility funding* The 
private institution depend on a broader mix of funding sources 



l 3B ibid*, p 1. 
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including the Federal Government. (See figure 6.4.) For example, for 
construction now in progress, public universities receive 53 percent 
of their funds from the State and 35 percent from tax-exempt bonds. 
Concomitantly, the Federal Government and private donations account 
for 35 percent and 29 percent respectively of private university 
research facility construction. Wi These funding patterns also hold 
for upgrading and major repairs with one exception. Private 
universities obtained 29 percent of their funds for upgrading existing 
facilities through tax-exempt bonds. 

CAC's University Finances study also showed that universities 
receive funding for research facilities from a variety of sources. In 
1984, the 10 public and 8 private universities in GAO 1 8 survey 
received 55 percent of their funds for facilities from institutional 
sources (money from the university's general fund, unrestricted money 
usually given to the university by other sources) 29 percent from 
State «ources, 12 percent from private gifts and 4 percent (down from 
13 percent in 1974) from the Federal Government. 142 The GAO study 
also revealed that public universities received 45 percent of their 
funds in 1975 and 1984 from State sources, while private universities 
received nothing from these sources. W3 

For future work (1986-1991) all of the universities in HSF's 
doctoral granting survey expect less direct Federal money for new 
construction. Private sources, and to a lesser extent, State 
Governments, are expected to compensate for the decrease in Federal 

141 HSF Doctoral Granting Survey, p. 15. 

142 GAO Study, p. 40. 

143 Ibid., p. 41. 
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support* Over 60 percent of the costs will be provided by State 
sources st public schools, with donations and endowments accounting 
for 40 percent of the funds at private universities* As figure 6-4 
demonstrates, when compare* to work in progress, private universities 
will generally rely more on tax-exempt bonds to finance planned work, 
with the public universities relying less on that source. 

These data do not include Federal tax expenditures (resulting 
from taxes foregone from charitable contributions and tax-exempt 
bonds) nor indirect costs on research grants. Congressional line-item 
appropriations for Jpecific facilities may be included but that is not 
certain. Indirect costs, to date, have not gone for new construction 
(table 5.1), and line-item appropriations to date ($145 million) are 
less than four percent of new construction costs for work planned in 
1986-91 (about $4.03 billion according to the NSF survey). 

Availability of Current Research Space 

Both research administrators and deans agreed that the lack of 
research space was a more serious problem than the general condition 
of research facilities. Three-quarters of the research administrators 
felt that research space was a more critical need than upgrading or 
repairing existing space. The deans interviewed said that research 
space affected their ability to get and keep high quality researchers 
and that the space problem greatly contributed to what a majority of 
them felt wis their most pressing problem for the next five years, 
personnel. One-third of the interviewed deans, however, felt that 
inadequate facilities was the biggest problem they faced about 

MSP Doctoral Granting Survey, p. 18. 
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research. 1*5 i n addition, over 60 percent said they had less research 
space than they needed and a majority said additional space was a more 
critical problem than upgrading existing research spsce. 

The major difference between research administrators and deans 
was in their overall rating of current research space. While the 
research administrators tended to rate university research facilities 
as gootf or fair, the deans tended to rate current facilities as poor. 

Interestingly enough, the Pis in NSF's 1984 survey also mentioned 
the problem of sp/ice more frequently in their comaentt than any other 
potential problem. Over 38 percent of the Pis categorized current 
research facilities as crowded. This was true for all fields except 
engineering. Further, Pi's working in new buildings were more likely 
to feel crowded than those working in buildings more than 10 years old 
(50 percent versus 38 percent). ^46 



Age of Research Facilities 

Earlier surveys including AAU's and NSF's PI survey seem to 
indicate that the condition of university research facilities roughly 
corresponded to their age. However, results of NSP's doctoral 
granting survey seem to indicate that age "was only a gross, and 
sometime misleading, measure of condition. M ^ NSF reported that 43 
percent of academic research facilities were constructed or renovated 
between l?70 and 1986. 148 

14 5 ibid., p. 25. 

146 NSP ' a PI Survey, p. n. 

W MSP Doctoral Granting Survey, p. 18. 
1« Ibld . 



ERLC 



1Q2 



98 



Since the top 50 schools tend to be older than the other schools 
they, on average, had somewhat older facilities* According to 
officials of the top 50 schools. 65 percent of their facilities were 
built or renovated prior to 1970. with 29 percent of facilities work 
occurring in the 1960s* Only 54 percent of those schools below the 
top 50 reported new construction or renovation activities prior to 



Assessment of Academic Research Facilities by Fielo of Science 

Results ol NSF's doctoral granting survey indicate that academic 
officials believe that the most pressing need for facilities is in 
engineering, and medical, life and physical sciences* Current and 
planned construction is concentrated in these four areas* On a 
campus-wide basis, research administrators believe facility needs are 
greatest in biological, biomedical and physical sciences, engineering, 
and biotechnology* 

Thpie findings are consistent with AAU's evaluation by field of 
science* In 1981 AAU estimated that for the next three years 
construction would be concentrated in the fields of engineering* 
medical sciences, biological sciences, and chemical sciences*!^ The 
results of NSF's doctoral granting survey reinforces AAU's 
construction projections, especially in the areas of engineering and 
medical sciences* 



1970. 1 * 9 



1*9 Ibid*, p* 19. 

150 ibid*, p* 33. 

151 AAU Study, p. 10c. 
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According to HSF's doctoral granting survey, deana representing 
phyaical and environmental sciences were more likely than others to 
consider facilities their greatest problem. This is probably due to 
the fact that in these two areas, along with social sciences, research 
facilities are relatively old compared to facilities in other research 



ereas 



.152 



The only area in which deans rated facilities good or excellent 
was in the medical sciences. Deans representing engineering a„,J 
social sciences indicated that they had less research space than they 
needed. However, this may change soon because at least two-thirds or 
the 130 universities with engineering schools were currently building 
facilities in this area or planning to do so. ^3 

In the areas of psychology and physical and life sciences, deans 
reported that current facilities limited th ; number of projects that 
could be done. However, deans from medical sciences and engineering 
departments reported most often that facilities needs limited the type 
of projects and diverted funds from other uses. The most pressing 
areas in engineering include materials, biochemical and biotechnical 
engineering, and microelectronics, and electrical engineering. Lack 
of campus space was a major problem with one dean remarking that: 

In analyzing the facilities needs, one should take into 
account that HSF and other agencies are now sponsoring large 
interdisciplinary reser. sh projects such as the engineering 
research centers. These kind of programs will require 
substantial additional space in the institutions where they 
are established. Furthermore, engineering education has 
changed dramatically in the last twenty-five ye«.rs, from 
concentration on undergraduate teaching to a mix of 
undergraduate and graduate teaching a „d research. Many 



152 NSF's Doctoral Cranting Survey, p . 33. 

153 Ibid., p. 36. 
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institutions have serious facilities shortages and faculty 
problems as s result of these changes 

However, as noted above, space limitations nay soon improve in 

engineering since two-thirds of the 130 universities with engineering 

programs were currently building facilities or planning to do so* 

In the field of physical sciences, 80 percent of the deans said 

they had less research space than they needed* The areas of greatest 

need are in physics and chemistry* One dean said he needed, "a place 

to house a telescope NSF gave us money for ten years ago." 155 Over 85 

percent of the deans in physical sciences said facilities limited the 

number and type of research projects that can be carried out* 156 

According to the deans, conditions in environmental sciences were 

worse than any other area. The fields most often mentioned are 

geology, atmospheric science, and meteorology. Eighty percent of the 

deans said that conditions of facilities limited various activities 

that could be carried out. 157 Mathematical science were less of a 

problem than any other field, according to the deans. They indicated 

that attract ing and keeping mathematician* are the most serious 

concerns. This is primarily due to a lack of adequate office 

space. * 5 ® 

More than any other area, facilities in computer science were 
more likely to be ranked excellent by their deans. In this area, 



15 * Ibid., p. 37-38. 

* 55 Ibid., p. 39. 

156 Ibid. 

1" Ibid., p. 41. 

1 5 8 Ibid., p. 43. 
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.lean, ranked per.onnel i„„ e ,, attracting faculty and graduate 

atudenta, aa their coat aeriou. problea in the next five year..«9 

Approximately half the dean, aurveyed indicated that life .cience 

facilities were in better condition than any other area except aedical 

.cience.. In general, aedical .cience facilitie. tend to be 

relatively new. One-half 0 f the neweat facilitie. i„ the 111 

univer.itie. with aedical .cience program, have been con.tructed .ince 
I979.I6O 

Over 80 percent of the deana in life science. ,aid that 
facilitie. need, liaited the number and type of experiaent. that could 
be conducted. Teaperature control wa. the aajor facil itie.-related 
problea in thi. area. One dean consented that 

tSe bi °in° 8 a y It^"*, /" T COnditi °"<* • • • I" the su,mner- 
nl~V- hot .pell, the teaperature will ge t up into the 

ninetie., which i. not good for either the people or he 
proce..ing equipment. The field, with the most pressing need, 
are biochemistry, biophysics, microbiology and plant biology?!" 

Again, lack of campus space was the aost frequently mentioned 
problea addressing medical sciences facilities needs. Forty-four 
percent of the dean, .aid additional research money would be .pent on 
facilitie. fir.t. However, almo.t 70 percent of the deans reported 
that facilitie. funding would be cut first if research budget, 
declined. In aedical .ciences the areas of greatest need for research 
facilities are neurobiology, molecular biology, and molecular 
genetics. 



159 Ibid., p. 45a 

160 Ibida, p. 49a 

161 Ibid., p. 47. 

162 Ibid., p. 49. 
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Of «ll the fields of science, the deans representing psychology 
gave their facilities the overall lowest rating* About 24 percent of 
them characterized then as poor, another 26 percent rated thea only as 
fair, with 37 percent and 3 percent rating then as good or excellent 
respectively* 163 Further, only 16 percent of the 148 institutions 
with psychology prograns plan to build facilities in the 1985-86 
acadesic year* Also, only 50 percent of the deans indicated that 
additional apace is their most serious facilities need* Nevertheless, 
several deans mentioned crowding and dispersion of faculty as a 
problem* For example, one dean said "faculty morale and interest is 
low and the ability to recruit graduate students constrained because 
the work in psychology is split in different buildings that are 
inadequate to meet the needs of faculty*" 16 ^ 

Finally, the social sciences contain the oldeat research 
facilities, with half of the buildings constructed prior to 1940 and 
the other half built before 1972* As with psychology, the deans rated 
social science facilities lower than other science fields* Only 38 
percent of the deans said facilities were better than fair, while 15 
percent said they were poor* However, compared to deans in other 
areas deans representing social sciences gave facilities the lowest 
priority ranking for the next five years* More of the deans (44 
percent) considered personnel issues, recruiting graduate students and 
faculty, more important .^5 



163 Ibid*, p* A-8* 
Ibid*, p. 51. 
165 ibid*, p* 53. 
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UHlVER3m REACTION TO NSF'S DOCTORAL GRANTING SURVEY 

Although the university community supports congressional attempts 
to determine the current condition and level of need for rese-rc . 
facilities, people speaking for the academic community, in general, 
arc not happy with how NSF chose to interpret its survey findings. 166 
Most university officials do not question the validity of the data 
collected, but rather believe that NSF tended to accentuate the 
positive atpvtts of the data, while underplaying the data's negative 
implications. They believe that this optimistic and perhaps 
inaccurate interpretation cZ some of the data may coepromise efforts 
to sec-re new Federal funds in research facilities construction. 

For example, NSF reported thit 54 percent of research 
administrators from the top 50 schools rated their research facilities 
as good or excellent, while 45 percent o^ the remaining administrators 
placed their facilities in these categories. 16 * University 
representatives point out that thif means 46 percent and 55 percent of 
the research administrators from the top 50 institutions and those 
below the top 50 schools, rated their research facilities as fair or 
poor. They point out thaL this means that nearly half of the Nation's 
universities arc conducting research in facilities that are rated fair 
to poor. 

Interestingly enough, NSF data indicate that only 4 percent of 
the respondents rated their research facilities as excellent, while 

166 T he information obtained in this section was primarily 
obtained, by the Congressional Research Service, through personal 
discussions with academic officials f r o different universities and 
higher educational associations, such as *1aU. 
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another 4 percent indicated they were in poor condition* 

Consequently, 89 percent of the research administrators said their 

facilities were in good (44 percent) or fair (45 percent) condition* 

(Pcur percent did not know the condition of their facilities*)!^ 

Regarding the present condition of research facilities and their 

impact on conducting certain types of research* NSF reported* 

Most research administrators said that facilities needs 
constrained their research efforts • Nonetheless* research 
administrators at top 50 schools were less likely than those at 
schools ranked below the top 50 to say that facilities limited 
the types of research projects carried out and diverted funds 
from other uses to maintain facilities* 

University officials point out that in fact NSF's own data indicates 

that 88 percent of the research administrators from the top 50 schools 

said research facilities limit the number and type of projects they 

could support and that 75 percent had diverted funds from other uses 

to suoport the? facilities. Again* academic representatives 

contend NSF's wording tends to underplay the e *tent to which all the 

universities surveyed are forced to compromise the type and amounts of 

research the current condition of their facilities allow them to 

conduct* 

University representatives contend that the current design of 
NSF 1 s survey is incapable of accurately reflecting the extent of the 
overall need for research facilities at colleges and universities as 
requested by Congress* Recently, Linda S* Wilson, Vice President for 
Research, at the University of Michigan wrote that, 

16 * Ibid., p. A-15. 

Ibid,, p. 30. 
HO ibid., p. A-19. 
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past expenditure levels and current plans for the future are 
inadequate as measures of the need for future expenditures. 
Institutional plans are heavily guided by pragmatic assessments 
of the amount of capital funds expected from public and private 
sources. Recently, such plans have grossly underestimated actual 
need. 1/1 

Academic officials suggest NSF must first develop a definition of 
need, determine how to measure it and the extent to which universities 
have been successful in meeting their facility needs. 

For example, to help determine how successful universities have 
been in meeting their needs, some university critics have suggested 
that NSF should ask questions about the number of research facilities 
approved for construction, that have been cancelled or delayed due to 
lack of funding. Further, they suggest that HSF should also try and 
determine the extent to which current or planned facilities activities 
had to be modified because of insufficient capital. 

NSF did not ask any questions about plant debt. Many university 
finance experts are concerned that some universities may be increasing 
their plant debt due, in part, to borrowing for research facilities. 
Information on the growth of plant debt is important because it can 
help to determine how well certain universities are able to meet 
current and future research facility needs. A recent GAO study 
indicated that between 1975 and 1984 private university plant debt had 
increased 88 percent. 172 (0nl> 9 private universities ^ 8urveyed 
by GAO.) 

171 Wilson, Linda S. The Capital Facilities Dilemma. In The 
State of Graduate Education, E. Bruce, L. R. Smith. Brookinas 
Institution, Washington, D.C. 1985. p. 134. 

• u *!* Bri M efing Report t0 the chairman, Committee on Science and 
Technology, House of Representative. University Finances Research 
Revenues and Expenditures. General Accounting Office, July 1986. 
p. 43. 
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Another concern of university financial officers is HSF*s 
treatment of tax exempt bonds as a coequal source of funds with 
Federal and State funds, and private donations and endowments* In 
reality, they contend, tax exempt bonds are a source of cash or debt, 
that the university is obligated to pay off through a variety of 
sources » including building and equipment use f roa indi rect cost 
allowances* The tax exemption, however, reduces the cost of borrowing 
and is a subsidy* 

Those responding to the HSF survey objected to HSF*s 
characterization of facilities expenditures as a "marginal expense*** 
They argue that it should ccae as no surprise to the Foundation that 
universities would choose to cut facilities activities first and their 
research personnel last, if funding were reduced* The majority of 
universities would protect their research personnel first, since they 
represent the most important asset of any research program* HSF has 
responded *"hat the term "margin expense 1 * was used purely in an 
economic sense and it was not intended to imply that research 
facilities are not a serious university concern* 

Some academic officials also believe that the 5JSF survey should 
have attempted to gather data on the consequences for universities 
that are funding large facilities projects* Often these projects 
result in universities deferring crucial maintenance on existing 
facilities , under-investing in undergraduate and graduate education, 
and reducing student aid* These are just some of the responsibilities 
of universities that have to compete with facilities funding* 

Finally, in general, people speaking for the academic community 
believe that many of these problems could have been avoided if it had 
been sx>re involved in helping NSP develop its original survey 
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instrument. Academics have asked NSF for more input into any 
revisions tbey make in the questionnaire, in preparation for the 
Foundation's 1988 research facilities report to Congress, 

In response to these criticisms, NSF contends the report is not 
written to foreclose any options, that its staff did the best it could 
under the existing time constraints and that it could 0 ot substantiate 
all of the academic claims in support of Federal funding, NSF does 
not agree with all the criticisms, but has indicated that questions 
about plaat debt will be included in the next survey. Further, NSF 
has already requested that the academic community help in revising its 
facility questionnaire for the 1988 congressional report. 



CONCLUSION 



In general, both the NSF doctoral granting and PI surveys do not 
seem to indicate a national crisis in university research facilities. 
However, all the surveys, including NSF's doctoral granting survey, 
show that in general, the Nation's universities are confronted with a 
research facilities problem that some regard as serious. The survey 
results suggest that, in the absence of an active direct Federal 
involvement in research facilities funding, the universities surveyed 
have embarked on a very aggressive mix of investment strategies in 
order to respond to their various research facilities needs. Further, 
the survey results indicate that a large percentage of both private 
and public universities have been involved in or are planning new 
research facilities construction activities in the next three to five 
years. Most direct Federal support goes to help facilities 
construction in private schools. 
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However, this does not necessarily mean that some type of Federal 
research facility program is not needed to help the Nation's 
universities aeet their future research facility needs* For example, 
results of HSF's doctoral granting survey, suggest that in certain 
fields of science (e.g., physical and environmental sciences) more 
resources are needed to alleviate current facilities problems* If tbe 
States, vhicb support most facilities construction at public colleges, 
for one reason or another, are not able to maintain thei r current 
level of research facilities funding, therefore, where would the 
needed capital resources come from? Further it is not clear how tbe 
new tax law will affect future sources of funds that the private 
universities rely on to finance planned research facilities 
activities. Consequently, Congress may wish to explore what options 
the Federal Government might have in helping universities improve 
their ability to meet current and future research facilities needs* 





GIAITEa VII. PlfiASClBC UMI VERS ITT R&D FACILITIES 



INTRODUCTION 



There is much construction of new research facilities at the 
nation's universities underway and planned, snd a multi-source system 
of funding these new facilities has been created. Despite these 
accomplishments, several studies show a growing, unffl et need to replace 
obsolete university research facilities since the late 1960s, 
Further, the different reports contend (see especially the report of 
the White House Science Council, Academic Research Facilities: 
Financing Strategies, and Crumbling Acad^! that in more recent years 
this unmet need was accelerated by the high inflation of the late 
1970s, rapidly changing requirements of research facilities, and, .s 
chapter four indicated, a drop in Federal funding of university 
facilities construction. According to Erich Bloch, director of the 
national Science Foundation, "Federal outlays for R&D plant, as a 
percentage of total federal R&D, have declined fro* nearly seven 
percent in 1965 to less than one percent in 1983 and are still 
falling,"'.™ 

The abil >ty to finance the accumulated research facilities 
capital detlcit is now of significant concern B sny of the country's 



173 Peer R ev iew and Special Interest Facilities Funding, A paper 
for the National Academy of Science Round'able, Nov. 19, 1984. p. 7. 
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colleges and universities, especially when many of the top research 
universities are located in States that have experienced serious 
economic problems* Further, the universities have a number of other 
responsibilities, that require major financial resources including, 
improving undergraduate and graduate education, maintaining existing 
buildings, improving faculty and staff compensation, financing student 
aid and purchasing new research equipment* 

Some contend the different estimates of the magnitude of the 
research facilities problem itself constraint action and inhibits the 
willingness of the Federal Government and others to respond* 
According to NSF, one-half of the university's physical plants 
(research laboratories, equipment, libraries and classrooms) are over 
25 years old, and one-quarter were constructed before World War II » 17 ^ 
Various analysts and reports estimate the total need for replacing and 
upgrading current university research facilities at anywhere from $30 
to $40 billion.*^ A number of university officials have stated that 
during an era of fiscal stringency, it always has been far more 
expedient to defer capital expenditures on "brick and mortar until 
tomorrow." 176 

This chapter reviews a number of proposals that have aeen 
developed by different analysts, individuals in the academic community 
and various representatives of higher education associations to assist 
the universities in obtaining funds for financing the construction and 
renovation of university research facilities. 

An Action Agenda for American Competitiveness. Business- 
Higher Education Forum, Sept. 1986. p. 15. (Hereafter referred to as 
An Agenda for Action.) 

175 Ibid., p. 16. 

176 Ibid. 
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SUMMARY OF DIFFERENT FIHAHCIHC PROPOSALS 

In July of 1985 over 200 university administrators, researchers, 
Government officials and representatives of scientific and 
professional societies met to examine and discuss different .trategies 
universities might implement to finance their growing research 
facilities construction needs. 1" The goal of the financing 
conference was not to adopt a consensus recommendation. Rather, the 
conference participants were asked to develop a comprehensive set of 
recommendations aimed at meeting university research facilities 
funding needs on both a short- and long-term basis. The participants 
were also asked to keep in mind the diverse needs of both public and 
private universities. As a result the participants developed a set of 
major action items. 

However, before discussing these items it is important to review 
some conclusions the conference participants reached regarding the 
funding of research facilities. First, the participants concluded, 
not surprisingly, that despite its small size, Federal Government 
support fo.- research facilities is an essential part of the 
Government's basic research funding program and second, that there are 
two ways of approaching Federal funding for facilities. First there 
is payment up front by a Federal facilities grant or second, there is 
payment over time via indirect costs. 17 8 



177 Academic Research Facilit 
of a Conference July 22-23, 1985, 
Academy Press, Washington, D.C. 
Financing Strategies Conference.) 

Ibid., p. 32. 
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Further, these two approaches differ in three different ways. 
First, payment over time limits acceaa to only those univeraitiea that 
can provide or secure whe initial capital required to build the 
research facility, capital that will be reioburaed in part or in whole 
through indirect cost recovery. Facilities grants help to eliminate 
the problem of access to large amounta of capital. 

Second, there is a difference in the type of peer review that 

occurs under these two approaches. Payment over time uses existing 

peer review methods, while separate facilitiea grants require a more 

i 179 

aggregate evaluation and review of an institutions programs.*" 

These types of peer review panels were in operation in the 1950s and 

1960s, but are currently not active because there were no Federal 

research facilities grant programs in operation until 1987. Direct 

congressional appropriations for facilities is an upfront payment 

approach which so far has net been accompanied by peer review. 

Finally, the third dimension is who takes the risk. For payment over 

time the institution takes the risk. For facilities grants the 

Federal Government cakes the risk in proportion to its share of the 

overall funding. 180 When reviewing the following ten recommendations, 

it is important to keep these differentiations in mind. 

The following recommendations (1-10) were made by the academic 
community and can be found on pages 3 through 14, in the Academic 
Research Facilities: Financing Strategies , report. None of these 
recommendations originated from the Congressional Research Service. 

1. The use allowance for facilities under 0MB Circular A-21 
should be increased from the present two percent to five 
percent. 



179 ibid., p. 33. 
ISO ibid. 
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As chapter five indicated one of the exponents of indirect costs 
(IC) chargeable to the Federal Government in B&D grants and contracts 
with universities is use allowance for research buildings. Currently, 
the standard allowance is 2 percent a year. Under the use allowance 
category, universities arc permitted, with the approval of the 
Department of Health and Human Seivice* or the Defer.se Department, to 
apply a specific documented depreciation rate for their buildings. 
Further, beginning in 1982, universities were also allied to claim 
interest on certain loans used for the construe .on or renovation of 
research facil it ies. 1S1 

A number of different reports, including those by the White Bouse 
Science Council and the Business-Higher Education Forum contend the 
real average useful life of a university research facility is 
approximately 20 years, rather than the current assumption of 50 
years. 182 Participants at the financing strategy meeting felt that 
decreasing the use allowance to a 20 year period would: 1) link 
support for particular facilities with individual research projects 
that, in most cases, have passed the test of peer review; and 2) would 
allow for a faster rate of recovery of institutional funds used to 
maintain facilities and to repay loans used for construction or 
renovation. 

Testifying before Congress, Henry C. Kirschenmann, Jr. Deputy 
Assistant Secretary for Procurement, Assistance and Logistics, 

181 Ibid., p. 3. 

Report of the White House Science Council. Panel on the 
Health of U.S. Colleges and Universities, Feb. 1986. p. 15. 
(Hereafter referred to as the White House Council Report.) Also see 
Toward A Competitiveness Agenda. Highlights of the 1985 Wintet 
Meeting of the Business-Higher Education Porum, Jan. 24-26, 1985. 
p. 24. ( Hereafter referred to as the Competitiveness Agenda Report.) 
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Department of Health and Human Services, (UUS) pointed out that 
between 1982 and 1984 use allowance and depreciation on buildings and 
equipment accounted for only ten percent of total indirect costs paid 
to colleges and universities. (See chapter five for a further 
discussion of how the different indirect costs components are 
allocated to university researcK) Mr. Kirschenmann testified that 
out of a total of $424 million paid for use allowance between 1982 and 
1984, 43 percent, or $183 million, was for buildings and 57 percent, 
or $241 million was for research equipment. ^3 

If use allowance were increased from 2 to 5 percent per year, UHS 
estimates an additional cost of approximately (keeping in mind 
university indirect costs keep moving upward) of $155 to $165 million 
per year for building use only.*84 

The General Accounting Office (GAO) in its 1986 study of 
U niversity Finances, Research Revenues and Expenditure , examined 
indirect costs for building depreciation compared with capital 
expenditures. GAO surveyed 15 public and 9 private universities and 
found that "between 1980 and 1984, the annual university investment 
for construction in science and engineering was 9 to 12 tines higher 
than the annual Federal indirect cost reimbursement for building 
depreciation, in current dollars. "185 

183 Statement of Henry G. Kirschenmann Jr., before the Task 
Force on Science Policy Committee on Science and Technology. U.S. 
House of Representatives, Hay 21, 1985. 

^84 Information provided by an HHS official. 

185 Sriefing Report to the chairman, Committee on Science and 
Technology, House of Representative. University Finances Research 
Revenues and Expenditures. General Accounting Office, July 1986. 
p. 43. (Hereafter referred to as the CAO Research Revenue Study.) 
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The average cost for capital expenditures at each university CAO 
surveyed grew from $4 million to $7 million during this time period. 
This growth in spending was due entirely to the private universities, 
which began the period averaging $3 million and ended up at $12 
million in 1984. In current dollars, annual Federal reimbursement for 
building use allowance at each university increased from $400,000 in 
1980, to $600,000 in 1984. Again, the private universities accounted 
for the increase, jumping from an average of $600,000 to $1 million in 
1984. The public universities averaged $300,000 per school in annual 
use allowance reimbursements .186 

Participants at the financing strategy conference noted the 
primary disadvantage to increasing use allowance is that it fails to 
provide access to the initial capital often needed by universities to 
start construction on a new research facility. Others noted that 
increasing the cost of use allowance could reduce the availability of 
overall research support unless Federal funds for research were 
increased. 

Finally, Robert Sproull, President Emeritus, Ur.;,orsity of 
Rochester, recommended to the participants that charges for rent of 
research space be made an explicit component of Federal R&D indirect 
cost component. (See appendix B for further details.) SproulTs 
basic approach is to assemble the costs that appropriately would be 
counted as part of rent of research space and deal separately with the 
"basket" as rent-per-square foot of space used on federally supported 
project. Be claims that rent is easily understandable and readily 
comparable, and therefore less controversy could be anticipated in 



186 



Ibid., p. 43. 
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thit part of the pooled cost****" According to Sproull, the elements 

of the rent calculation would include; 1) building depreciation and 

obsolescence; 2) routine maintenance; 3) security; A) grounds care; 5) 

parking lot costs for space required by people associated with the 

building space; and 6) heat, power light, "pure waters" charges. *88 

The proposal recognires that although rent would be part of 

indirect costs, some components of indirect costs would require 

changes* For example, "central administration" would probably stay 

the same, but "research grants and contracts administration," now 100 

percent in the pool, would be put in at some lesser percentage, 

perhaps 85 or 90 percent. 1 ^ 

2* An independent nonprofit corporation should be established 
to fi. ance academic research facilities* 

The attendees of t. ■* facilities financing strategy confere^e 

pointed out that only 300 of the Nation's 3,000 institutions of higher 

education have effective access to the existing tax-exempt bono 

market,* The training universities lack credibility with private 

lenders, who are not used to evaluating the risks of lending money to 

academic institutions* The participants contend that most of these 

universities are financially healthy but they need a mechanism to 

provide guarantees of their financial performance to private 

lenders. 1 * 0 

The CAO study of research revenues and expenditures, help to shed 
some light on this problem by examining the ratio of physical plant 

W Financing Strategies Conference, p* 132. 

189 i b i d . 

190 ibid., p. 4. 
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debt to current university fund expenditures CAO found that in 
constant 1984 dollars, current fund expenditures grew such faster than 
plant debt between 1975 and 1984. During this tioe period, debt grev 
13 percent, while current fund expenditures rose 35 percent. 191 

However, there were significant differences between the 15 public 
and 9 private institutions CAO surveyed. Physical debt for the 9 
private universities increased 86 percent, while public university 
debt decreased by 16 percent. Further, private plant debt in 
proportion to overall private expenditures rose froa 25 percent in 
1975 to 34 percent in 1984. Concomitantly, public university plant 
debt declined froa 32 percent of expenditures to 21 perc< -. 192 

One approach suggested to provide universities initial access to 
large aaounts of capital was the creation of an independent, nonprofit 
corporation to provide low-rate loans, loan guarantees, and other 
financial assistance for research and educational facilities. (see 
appendix C for further details of this proposal.) It was suggested 
that the corporation should be established with a one-time Federal 
appropriation of $500 oillion, with funds added froa private sources. 
The corporation would issue its own bonds, using th* initial capital 
as backing, and use the capital obtained to make loans to colleges and 
universities for construction and renovation. Incoae from the capital 
could be used to offset administrative costs and to subsidize interest 
rifts for the facilities loans. ^3 



191 CAO Research Revenue Study, p. 47. 

l « Ibid. 

19: Ibid., p. 5. 
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It was also suggested that the corporation could establish a 
merit-review system with respect to access to loan funds* Having made 
the loans it then would sell the securities in the secondary markets, 
very much like the Federal National Mortgage Association or the 
Student Loan Marketing Association* Consequently, it would improve 
the risk characteristic of the debt, while increasing access to 
private capital and making the whole process more efficient* 

The conference participants reported that the provision of funds 
prior to construction or renovation was a major advantage for the 
university* By issuing its own bonds and lending the proceeds to 
qualifying institutions, the corporation would diversify risk, while 
hopefully providing lower interest rates to borrowers* Most 
importantly, the corporation would provide access to tax-free bonds to 
many institutions that would otherwise not have such access* Finally, 
it was pointed out that the peer review process for such facilities 
should involve a review of the universities' business plans, as well 
as a review of scientific merits. 

A similar idea was embodied in legislation that was recently 
passed by Congress when it reauthorized Title VII of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965, and established a Facility Loan Guarantee 
Corporation* (See chapter 5 for further details P.L* 99-498*) Among 
other provisions contained in Title VII. is the establishment of the 
College Construction Loan Insurance Association (CCLIA)* It will be 
organised through the Department of Education and Treasury and the 
Student Loan Marketing Association (SLMA)* The CCLIA will issue stock 



194 Ibid*, p. 36. 
Ibid., p. 5. 
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and use the proceeds to guarantee and insure bonds, loans, leases, and 

other debt instruments for any "educational facilities purpose." 196 

These funds would be available primarily to "non-investment grade" 197 

universities for such facilities activities as construction, 

renovation or the purchase of research equipment. The Association 

will t- funded at $50 million in FY 1987. 

The university community essentially endorses this new 

Association. Most research administrators have pointed out that the 

SLMA has done a good job in support of student aid. Since it was 

established in 1972, it has attracted private capital in excess of 

$650 million, and supports some $14 billion in loans to college 

students. 198 Consequently, the SLMA has gained considerable 

credibility in the commercial market place. 

3. The concept embodied in H.R. 2823, a bill to authorize 
increased Federal support for construction and renovation of 
academia research facilities, should be supported. Funds 
should not be provided on a set-aside basis, however, but 
should supplement existing research funds. 

Members of the Business-Higher Education Forum stated that a lack 

of a clear legislative authority to address the research facilities 

problem has prevented many Federal R&D agencies from initiating any 

large-scale facilities construction or renovation program. Further, 

the Forum pointed out that many agencies now lack administrative 

mechanisms necessary to carry out such a program. 199 As d i scu88e d in 

chapter five, H.R. 2823 would authorize the six iuajor R&D agencies 

196 Ibid., p. 5-6. 

197 Investment grade refers to academic institutions considered 
to be of the highest credit calibre. 

198 Ibid., p. 6. 

199 Pinancing Strategies Conference, p. 6. 
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that account for approximately 85 percent of Federal funds (NSF, DOD, 
DOE, HHS, USDA, and HASA) to establish programs for modernizing 
college and university laboratories* 

The legislation would authorize funds of $470 million in FY 1987* 
In the succeeding years to 1996, the six agencies would be required to 
spend at least 10 percent of their academic R&D funding for further 
construction activities* Further the various Federal agencies would 
fund only half of the cost of the proposed construction activity* with 
the remaining funds coming from institutional or other non-Federal 
sources* 

Tnose attending the financing strategies meeting generally 
supported the intent of the legislation and felt that it would be an 
effective means of leveraging additional funds from the States* 
industry* and academic institutions* 2 ^ Many of the participants said 
that the matching requirement was a strong feature* but wanted to be 
sure that the institutions would have flexibility in the ways such a 
requirement could be fulfilled* 2 ^ 

The major concern* raised at the meeting* regarding the proposed 
legislation* was the 10 percent set-aside* As might be expected the 
fear associated with this provision is that there would be 10 percent 
reduction in funds that would have otherwise supported research* 



200 Leveraging usually refers to the practice of adding borrowed 
funds to £unds on hand* in order to "leverage" the funds on hand by 
enabling the institutions to finance bigger projects* Leveraging is 
inherent* though not always apparent* in virtually every capital 
project financing in the tax-exempt market* When an institution uses 
agency financing for a project* it is in essence using the borrowing 
to leverage its own endowment and cash flow* 

201 Financing Strategies Conference* p* 7* 
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However, some of the conference participants felt that such a trade- 
off may be necessary, given the current Federal deficit problems. 

Different facility reports have suggested similar programs or 
endorsed slightly different versions of H.R. 2823. For example, the 
1981 AAU study made two recommendations designed to fund university 
research facility needs. First, AAU recommended that NSF's facilities 
and equipment initiative of $100 million proposed for FY 1982 be 
restored. Because of budgetary constraints the Reagan administration 
withdrew this proposal, which wculd have provided $75 million for 
rehabilitation of research laboratories and §25 million for upgrading 
instructional equipment at schools of engineering. 

The secord proposal was to establish in each of the mission 
agencies a facilities rehabilitation program targeted on the fields of 
science and engineering of primary significance to their mission. 202 
The following agencies, DOD, HHS, DOB, NASA, and USDA, would support 
research facilities development in key areas of research for that 
particular agency. For example, DOD is a primary supporter of 
engineering and computer research at universities. Consequently, AAU 
proposes that DOD should then address the primary laboratory needs at 
universities that carry out such research for DOD. Finally AAU 
recommended that the Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP) 
and NSF coordinate such a program. 2 ^ 

In its Agenda fo r American Competitiveness report, the Business- 
Higher Education Forum presented two proposals for upgrading and 
maintaining university research facilities. First, it proposed a 

202 AAU Study, p. 22. 
2 °3 Ibid., p. 23. 
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long-term facilities-modernization program (10 years) to be funded by 
the six major Federal R&D agencies by allocating, perhaps 5 percent of 
their annual budgets for financing capital expenditures- Although 
this might result in fever research funds, Robert M. Rosenzweig, 
president of AAU contended, "Most university presidents would accept 
sacrificing R&D money in order to improve the infrastructure." 20 * The 
participants felt this approach would reestablish the connection 
between each agency's responsibility for funding both research and the 
facilities necessary to conduct state-of-the-art research. The 
participants recommended a decentralized approach rather than having 
one agency such as MSP coordinate the program. 

Secondly, the Forum suggested making a capital budget for R&D 
equipment and facilities part of the Federal Government's overall R&D 
mission. As part of its annual analysis of capital investment in the 
public infrastructure, roads, bridges, and sewers, the review would 
include expenditures for higher education research infrastructure 
including: buildings, laboratories, scientific instruments, and 
libraries. The review would be updated annually and be published as 
part of Special Analysis D of the Budget of the United States 
Government . 20 * 

Finally, the Report of the White House Scien ce Council endorsed 
H.R. 2823 with two significant modifications. First, it recommended 
that the facilities program suggested in H.R. 2823 should be located 
in HSF rather than spread across six major agencies, in order to 
minimize duplication of effort and for the purpose of establishing 

204 Competitiveness Agenda Report, p. 18. 

205 ibid., p. 19. 
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uniform standards and procedures* 206 Further, the report recommended 
that funding for the program should not be taken out of eiisting R&D 
budgets but oust be provided incrementally to the present R&D budget. 
Such funds should be included in NSF's budget for the next ten years 
and awarded on a 50/50 matching basis with non-Federal funding, 
subject to peer review within the scientific or technical community 
involved. 207 

Other than hearings, held by the House Science, and Technology 

Committee, Congress has taken no action on H.R. 2823 and according to 

the chairman of a key House subcommittee there may be little future 

prospect for action. He stated: 

In spite of the massive influence (of the major research 
universities in my State) the people out there just don't like 
what you're all about. That may be brutal news to you. Again, 
we're out there every two years shaking hands and rubbing elbows 
and doing polling and asking people what they want ... I think 
it s Que in large part to the people in the public sector (who 
feed) the ant i-intel lectualism of the American people. But 
unless people out there can sense a tangible benefit . . . they 
think that all that money is going to pointy-headed people to 
create luxury laboratories for very little benefit for me, and 
that 8 a waste of my tax dollar. . . . 208 

If this statement is accurate, (and some Members of Congress and 
the university community do not think it is) a new general program of 
Federal facilities aid is unlikely and other means will be soughn, 
among them direct congressional appropriations for specific facili- 
ties. Pressure may grow to directly request funds from Congress, to 
help with the construction of certain university research facilities. 
This issue — which involves the bypassing peer review— will be 
discussed in chapter 8 of this report. 

White House Science Panel, p. 14. 
Ibid., p. 15. 

An Agenda for Action, p. 21. 
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4* Proposals for tax reform should be monitored to evaluate 
their effects on facilities funding. 

The recent tax reform bill passed by Congress and signed by the 
President has aroused some concern in the academic community* "The 
bill is the greatest catastrophe for higher education in 25 years," 
said Sheldon Steinbach, counsel fo r the American Council on Education, 
which represents 1,500 colleges and universities* As a matter of 
publ ic pol icy it might seem like a good idea, but as a matter of 
social policy it's just terrible ."209 Essentially the new tax law 
contains three provisions that university officials believe, among 
other things, could seriously impair the Nation 1 * universities' 
ability to raise money to repair and expand facilities* 

The first provision places a cap on the use of tax-exempt bonds 
by private universities* Under the new law. an individual private 
university could issue no more than $150 million in tax-exempt bonds 
at any ooe time* According to AAU, 24 private universities, including 
Harvard. Yale. Stanford, and the University of Pennsylvania, already 
exceed the $150 million in outstanding bonds* Many university 
officials believe this aspect of the tax law discriminates against the 
private universities* Some analysts have pointed out that finding 
ways around the law may be difficult* Nevertheless, sotce affected 
schools may try to enter into agreements with institutions that have 
not reached their caps or work with state universities which are not 
affected by the cap. 210 

209 Tax Bill Provisions Criticized as Harmful to Higher 
Education* Congressional Record. Sept* 10, 1986* p* S* 12279* 

210 Webre, Philip* Tax Reform: Why All the Whining? The 
Scientist. Oct* 20, 1986* p. 13* 
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A participant at the facilities financing strategies conference 
indicated that if tax-exempt bonds were lost, the cost of capital to 
universities would increase two to three points. This would feed back 
through the indirect cost route as a interest cost to universities. 
Further, maturities for taxable debt are ouch shorter than those 
available in the municipal bond market. In fact maturities would come 
down from 30 years, which is what they are now for academic 
institutions, to perhaps 10 to 12 years. This will have a very 
significant effect on the institution's ability to finance research 
facilities over tiire. 211 

A recently released survey by NSF of 165 Doctoral Granting 
Universities revealed that during the 1985-86 academic year 13 percent 
of the funds used for new construction of research facilities at 
private universities came from tax-exempt bonds. However, when asked 
about future new construction (1986-1991), private universities said 
they plan to obtain 32 percent of their total funding through tax- 
exempt bonds. 212 Many university officials believe the new tax law 
provision could prevent a number of universities from implementing 
some of their building plans, while giving public institutions an 
unfair advantage. 213 Further, university representatives contend the 
cap does not reflect either an institution's need to borrow funds or 
the scope of an institution's educational activities advanced through 
tax-exempt bonds. 



211 Financing Strategies Conference, p. 36. 

2 12 

Science and Engineering Research Facilities At Doctorate- 
Granting Institutions. National Science Foundation, Sept. 1986. p. 17. 

213 Congressional Record, Sept. 10, 1986. p. S. 12280. 
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A second major provision would make donors of large gifts of 
appreciated property subject to a minimum tax rate of 21 percent on 
the increase in value of the donation, making this type of donation 
less advantageous to the donor. Prior to the new law, the full market 
value of such gifts, usually real »*tate and stocks, could be deducted 
from the donor's gross income. Forty percent (by value) of the gifts 
to universities worth over $5,000 are gifts of appreciated property. 
In order to avoid this tax, some donors may chose to spread their gift 
over several years, which could cause universities some problems. 214 
Recent economic studies on sensitivity of charitable giving to its 
price suggest that charitable giving decreases between 1.2 and 1.3 
percen for every 1 percent increase in its price. Private giving 
represents only one-tenth of university income, and is declining in 
overall importance. 

Although university officials admit private giving may be 
declining, it is a very important source of funds for construction 
activities. For example NSF's Doctoral Granting Survey indicated that 
in academic year 1985-86, private sources of giving accounted for 29 
percent of new construction funding. For new construction planned 
between 1986 and 1991 private giving is expected to account for almost 
50 percent of all funds. 

Finally, the new tax law eliminates deductions for charitable 
contributions unless taxpayers itemize their returns . University 
officials believe that this will discourage recent graduates from 



214 Tax Reform: Why All the Whining?, p. 13. 

215 Wilson, p. 141. 



216 usF Doctoral Granting Survey, p. 17. 
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Baking donations, thus making ©ore difficult the early recruiting of 

important future sources of private giving* Again* such private 

sources of giving are an important resource for private university 

research facilities construction activities* 

5* The tax credit now available for research equipment 
donations should be extended to similar dona t ions for 
academic research facilities. Generally, thought should be 
given to nev tax inducements for facilities supported by the 
private sector* 

The Economic Recovery Tax Act (ERTA) of 1981 allows research 
equipment manufacturers that donate equipment to universities to take 
a tax deduction amounting to half the difference between production 
cost and the fair market value* The act excludes donation of 
educational equipment as distinguished from research equipment* Moit 
participants at the financing s* .ategies meeting agreed that donations 
should be extended to facilities because the distinction that is made 
between research equipment and facilities is strictly artificial. 

Those at the meeting talked about establishing condominium 
laboratories jointly funded* with portions allocated to the university 
and the company it is working with* Such an approach would be a step 
beyond the "incubator" facilities now existing at a number of 
locations* 

There is a provision in the nev tax law that allows a 20 percent 
tax credit for corporations which make donations or enter into 
agreements with universities and non-profit organisations* It is not 
clear if a company could claim a tax credit if part of an agreement 
with a university involved upgrading existing research facilities in 
order to carry out their joint research venture* The university 

21? Financing Strategies Conference, p« 40* 
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community believes that it will require assistance from the private 

sector in order to improve their current research facilities* 

6* A careful study emphasizing the collection of better data on 
the state of academic research facilities should be 
undertaken* 

As mentioned in the introduction there is a great deal of 
variance in the actual estimates regarding the magnitude of the 
university research facilities problem* The conferees felt these 
differences were due to definitional problems, sampling techniques, 
and time perir 'i used* The 1981 AAU study recommended that the OSTP 
along with the six major Federal research agencies (NSF, DOD, DOE. 
UUS, NASA, and USDA) should assess the seriousness of the present and 
future academic research facilities inadequacies .2 18 

The lack of accurate data on the current condition of research 

facilities led Congress to request the National Science Foundation to 

conduct an assessment of current academic research facilities needs* 

The survey (which was completed in October of 1986 was discussed in 

the last chapter) will be conducted every two years and will focus on 

such things as sources of funding for facilities construction, amount 

of construction in progress, amount planned in the next five years. 

and conditions of facilities by field of science* 

7* State governments should develop comprehensive plans for 
academic research facilities on the basis of their views of 
the State's economic future, industrial profile, and labor 
force needs* 

The participants of the financing strategies meeting recognized 
that State governments have played a key role in helping their 
univcraitics improve their research infrastructure by forging 
partnerships with Federal. State and private concerns* Although the 

218 AAU Study, p. 22. 
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resulting investments are not confined to facilities, they do 

demonstrate the increasing degree to which State governments 

understand and are willing to deal with facility modernization issues* 

Finally. States now generally recognize the importance of their 

university research activities to the economic well beiog of the 

different States. 2 *? 

8* In developing their plans. States should consider a wide 
range of sources and techniques for funding academi c 
research facilities. 

The conference participants recommended a number of funding 

approaches available to States to finance facilities construction. 

They include general funding, leveraging of private funds, bonding and 

other debt financing, lease-purchasing arrangements, dedication of 

tuition payments to facilities, user fees and rents, and methods of 

managing indirect costs recovery funds. Further earmarking taxes 

could provide a steady revenue source to continually construct, 

maintain, and renovate facilities. 22 ^ 

9. Institutions should improve their facility design, 
construction, and space management practices to reduce cost, 
to incorporate the best current practices, and to achieve 
better use of existing and potential facilities* 

Those attending the conference recognized that universities need 

to do a better job of managing and allocating their existing research 

space. Because the organization of university research is so 

decentralized, it does not "lend itself to orderly business practices 

in institutional planning, budgeting, and facility ievelopmeot*" 221 

2l ? Financing Strategies Conference, p* 10. 

22 0 Ibid., p. 12. 

221 Ibid., p. 13. 
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In his book Crumbling Academe , Harvey Kaiser discusses the ides 

of a facilities audit, an approach universities may wish to consider* 

According to Kaiser the facilities audit is the starti *g point for 

selecting capital renewal and replacement priorities* It examines the 

conditions of buildings, grounds and utilities plus their functional 

appropriateness* The audit evaluates the physical condi t ion and 

functional adequacy of caopus facilities, produces a record of 

building's characteristics and use. existing condition, an overall 

facilities rating, and comments or maintenance requirements and repair 

and renovation needs* The audit i s broken down into three phases: 

designing the audit, collecting the data, and presenting the findings 

which includes setting priorities for facilities replacement, 222 (See 

appendix D for further details*) 

10* Institutions should reinvestigate their funding sources and 
alternatives to assure themselves that available 
opportunities have been tapped to the fullest* 

Here the universities were advised, by the conference 

participants, to undertake a systematic and comprehensive examination 

of all their alternatives for research facility funding, with a view 

to expanding their "portfolio" of techniques, resources, and 

information sources * 22 ^ Conference participants were also urged to 

look at an AAU report entitled Financing and Managing University 

Research Equipment , for further suggestions along these lines* Many 

of the AAU's following recommendations could be applied to facilities 

Binageoent as well* Por example, it recosnended that: 

222 Kaiser. Harvey H* Crumbling Academe. Solving the Capital 
Renewal and Replacement Dilemota* Association of Coveming Boards of 
Universities and Colleges, 1984* p. 17-29. 

22 3 Ibid., p. 14. 

135 

o 

ERIC 



131 



l. Tfcat universities more systematical ly plan their allocation 
of resources to favor retearch and equipment in areas that 
offer the best opportunities to achieve distinction; 

2* That universities budget more realistically for the costs of 
operating and maintaining research equipment; 

3* That universities consider establishing inventory systems 
that facilitate sharing; and 

4* That universities act to minimise delays and other problems 
result iog from procurement procedures associated with tbe 
scquiaition of research equipraent* 22 ^ 



OOHCLUSIOH 

Clearly representatives from the academic comeounity recognize 
that no single source or aechanism of funding will be adequate to meet 
current research facilities projected needs* As this chapter 
indicates different funding strategies, involving Federal, St/*te, 
industry, and universities support and financing are now in use and 
new ones will continue to be required, if the Hation's universities 
are to successfully finance their current and future research 
facilities needs* Further, analysts examining the research facility 
funding issue have pointed out that the capital deficit problem is a 
chronic problem not susceptible to a quick fix. Rather, in their 
view, any approach that is adopted would best be spread across many 
years as the research facilities needs of the various scientific and 
engineering disciplines continue to change* 



22 * Financing and Managing University Research equipment* 
Association of American Universities, et al* 8ummary and 
"^commendations, Washington, D.C., 1985* p. 9* 
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CHAPTER VIII. lYFASSIKC TH5 PEES BBVIEH PEOCKSS 



IHiKODUCTIOH 



In an attempt to build research facilitie. a growing number of 
educational in.titution. have obtained funding for re.earch f.cilitie. 
by appealing directly to Congre.. and bypassing the peer review 
proce... m FY 1982, auch action, amounted to $3 million; however in 
FY 1987 congre.sionally earmarked fund, for academic re.earch 
facilitie. exceeded $145 million. 225 

Commonly referred to a. academic "pork barrel," many in the 
academic cowmnity contend rhat the.e activitie. are symptomatic of 
the overall decline in Federal .upport for the building of univer.ity 
re.earch facilitie.. According to ,ome observer., the trend al.o may 
reflect the increa.ed political .ophi.tication and activity of ,tate., 
citie., and academic in.titution.. While the Federal Government wa. 
reducing it. direct .upport (.ee table 4.1) for facilitie., .cience 
and engineering re.earch wa. becoming more expensive and capital 
inten.ive. Another .ignificant factor that may be contributing to 
Chi. phenomena i. that ,oae member, of Congre., believe that 
univer.itie. in their di.trict, in partner.hip with indu. try and 



Energy Sl^9 £f rl^' 9b9 'l aillion for the Apartment of 
Apartment o'f iLle 'T^ 1 ot Education and $5516 for the 
apartment of Defense. The.e figure, are not definitive ,ince there 

"e £fi TntmX* f ™*' thit ,UVe y " t0 be ^entlfied in 
tne various FY 1987 authorisation and appropriation bills. 
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Government, have the potential to contribute to local and regional 
economic development* Further, it is believed by oany university 
officials and some Members of Congress that such partnerships will not 
occur without suitable facilities for conducting modern research* 

IS THERE A MEED FOR FACILITIES PEER REVIEW? 

According to Robert H* Rosenzweig, president of the Association 
of American Universities (AAU) 22 6 the issue "involves a number of 
instances in which the Congress has made appropriations for the 
construction of research facilities at particular universities without 
either a competitive application process or a professional review 
prior to approval ."227 p r . Rosenzweig continued by stating that up to 
now, Congress usually has not been involved in decisions about 
scientific projects to such an extent* Such decisions "have been made 
almost entirely without direct congressional involvement, and almost 
always only after competent professional review of the merits of the 
work to be done*"228 

A number of educational organisations, the Office of Science and 
Technology Policy, and the National Science Board of the Nat ional 
Science Foundation have issued statements strongly supporting peer 
review for funding the construction of university research facilities. 
For example, in October of 1983, the AAU adopted s statement affirming 

226 AAU represents 56 member universities, most of them major 
recipients of Federal research and development funding usually under 
the peer review process* The AAU has become the voice of academic big 
science* 

227 Testimony before the House Science and Technology Committee, 
Task Force on Science Policy, June 26, 1986* p* 6* 

228 Ibid , f p . 9, 
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"the practice of awarding funds for the support of science on the 
basin of scientific merit, judged in an objective and informed 
manner," and urging all (primarily the academic community) "to refrain 
from actions that would make scientific decisions a test of political 
influence raLher than a judge on the quality of work to be done." 

Ihose who oppose this method of funding research facilities 
contend that this procedure undermines the long established scientific 
peer review process, which, some say, has been the mechanism for 
maintaining the excellence of American science. For instance the 
National Science Board contends that diverting scarce research dollars 
to projects of "questionable" scientific merit could "threaten the 
integrity of the U.S. scientific enterprise that is the basis of the 
scientific, technical, and economic competitive position of the United 
States in fie world." 229 The HSB study also pointed out that 
circumventing the peer review process for some facilities could begin 
to undermine the peer review system of Federal support for research at 
colleges and universities. 

To some degree this may already have occurred* Representatives 
from the Department of Energy (DOE) and the Department of Defense 
(DOD) have reported that direct FY 1987 appropriations of $69.7 
million and $55.6 million respectively, will be supported primarily by 
funds that were originally designated for research. Administration 
and academic officials contend this represents cuts in DOE and DOD 
supported research projects that had been reviewed and approved 
through a competitive peer review process. While a majority of 
Congressmen endorse direct funding of some researcn tacilitics 

229 Report of the MSB Committee On Excellence In Science and 
Engineering. The National Science Board, Feb. 22, 1985. p. 2. 
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projects, as evidenced by the legislation enacted, some members 
object* For instance, Representative Robert Walker stated that 
congressional approval of facilities without peer review by scientists 
reinforces the belief that "political determinations are made about 
fcience rather than good academic scientific decisions," 230 Clearly, 
these views do not go uncontested* 

DO ACTUAL MECHANISMS FOR FACILITIES PEER REVIEW CURRENTLY EXIST ? 

A number of educational officials believe that direct 
congressional appropriations does not circumvent peer review* They 
contend there currently is no formal, well developed or commonly used 
peer review procedure for funding new university research facilities* 
This was echoed by M* Richard Rose. President of the Rochester 
Institute of Technology when he stated, "the criticism that has been 
leveled at Congress and at universities seeking direct Federal support 
is based on the false hypothesis that such action circumvents some 
accepted procedure, when in fact such a procedure does not exist ."231 
The Senate DOD Appropriations Committee earmarked* for FY 1987. $11*1 
million to help establish the Center for Microelectronics Engineering 
at Rochester* According to President Rose, "while it is standard 
practice with respect to research grants, peer review has virtually no 
part in the allocation of funds for facilities J' 232 

230 House Endorses Pork Barrel Funding* Science, v. 233. Aug* 
8, 1986* p* 617* 

23 * Pork-Barrel Science vs* Peer RtvUw. The Chronicle of 
Higher Education. Oct* 8, 1986* p* 96* 

232 Ibid. 
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Testifying before the Task Force on Science Policy, John Silber, 
President of Boston University, defended direct congressional 
appropriations for research facilities. In FY 1984 Boston University 
received $19 million in Federal funds to assist in the development of 
a new $90 million Science and Engineering Center. Dr Silber testified 
that bypassing peer review for facilities does not undermine the peer 
review process. Since Federal funds to build research facilities, for 
the cost part, were never subject to "the traditional peer review that 
applied to proposals from individual investigators." 233 

According to Dr. Silber, "the evidence clearly shows that the 
real pork barrel in scientific research is the system that benefits 
the very research universities that have been loudest in claiming the 
purity of peer review." 23 * ^ idea of peer reyietf D ^ silber ^ . g 

commendable if it is applied in part to broaden the institutional and 
geographic base of science research in the United States. In practice 
many critics say, the pattern of research auards made using the peer 
review system is seriously flawed because many smaller schools never 
qualify for research awards. For example, Dr. Silber pointed out that 



in 



FY 1983 20 institutions, in thre* geographic regions of the 
country (Northeast, Midwest, and West, primarily California) 
received 40 percent of the total awarded to all 592 research 
universities receiving Federal research and development (&6D) 
funding. 

Further, in "FY 1983, the top 10 institutions receiving support froa 



y Prepared statement of Dr. John R. Silber, Science in the 
: l I lC ? f rocess - Ta8k Force on Science Policy, Committee on Science 
and Technology, 99th Cong., 1st Sess., June 25-26, 1985. p. 68. 

234 Ibid., p. 72. 
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NSP received 30 percent of all NSP funds and the top 20 institutions 
received 46 percent of all NSP funds/' 235 

President Silber argued that these top universities are actually 
members of an academic cartel attempting to preserve the current peer 
review system because "it confers so many benefits upon them*"236 
Consequently, the top universities have strongly opposed direct 
appropriations, because if this practice becomes widespread it could 
reduce their level of Pederal R&D funding* 

Finally, Dr. Silber estimated that of the $50*9 billion spent on 
R&D by the Pederal Government in PY 1985, only about $4 billion, or 
about $.08 of every Pederal R&D dollar was actually awarded through a 
peer review process* He stated that almost all of the research 
support that is awarded through peer review comes to university 
faculty members (primarily through NSP and NIH) and is carried on in 
laboratories and other facilities located on university campuses. 237 

Cerald Cassidy, President of Caasidy and Associates, lobbyist for 
a number of universities, contends that the current peer review system 
perpetuates the "old boy network. 11 The network flourishes, he 
contends, because top funded universities possess a group of 
distinguished investigators that serve on various peer review panels 
which render project funding decisions that often affect their 
col leagues in other established universities* These are colleagues 



2 3 » ibid* 

236 ibid., p. 73. 

237 ibid., p. 70* 
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they may have gone to school with, know through professions! oee tings, 

or have served with on other peer review panels* 238 

However, a recently released CAO report, noted that: 

while peer reviewed NIH and MSF research funds appear to be 
concentrated in a few institutions and States, peer 
reviewers are more widely disbursed and therefore are not 
necessarily where the funds are. 

Further, GAO reported that NIH and NSF R&D funding is less 

concentrated in the top ten schools than DOD research funds which are 

aot generally subjected to external peer review as NIH and NSF 
projects .239 



C ONGRESSIONAL RESPONSE 

Members of Congress have also debated the issue of direct 
appropriations for university research facilities. Members who oppose 
direct appropriations contend the issue is whether research dollars 
ire going to be spent on the basis of merit and competition instead of 
political criteria. Congressional supporters of direct appropriations 
argue on the basis of two beliefs. First, that the Congress has the 
right to ensure that Federal reserrch dollars are allocated fairly in 
all regions of the country; and second, that earmarking research 
dollars for specific institutions is a long-standing congressional 
tradition. 

One of the most recent congressional debates on bypassing peer 
review occurred in the Senate on June 5, 1986. The debate began when 

23 * Working On Capital Hill f or Science and Prof i Science and 
Government Report, Dec. I, 1A85. p. 3. 

23 9 CAO, University Funding. Patterns of Distribution of Fed- 
eral Research Funds to Universities. Briefing Report to the Ranking 
Minority Member, Coanittee on Appropriations. Feb. 1987. p. 53. 
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Senator John Danforth introduced an amendment to eliminate $80*6 
million of earmarked funds that DOD was to spend at te r universities* 
(See appendix £ for the list of universities*) Senator Danforth 
stated, "the issue before the Senate right now is whether research 
money to be spent for university research should be earmarked by the 
Appropriations Committee or, rather whether that money should be spent 
according to a competitive process ♦ ♦ ."240 The Senator pointed out 
that in FY 1982 Congress earmarked $3 million for specific university 
projects, by FY 1986 that sum had increased to $137*6 million* 

Senator Ted Stevens, Chairman of the Appropriations Subcommittee 
that approved the funds, noted that earmarking research dollars for 
specific institutions was an old practice that had benefited a number 
of institutions in the past* Therefore the Senator stated "those of 
you have already gotten money on a non-peer review basis, I ask you in 
fairness, why should we not use a non-peer review basis for defense 
research money?" 2 ^ 

Joining Senator John Danforth, Senator Jeff Bingamann argued a 
number of negative consequences resulting from the congressional 
designation process for awarding Federal funds to universities* The 
first, he said, is that "scarce resources are diverced from higher- 
priority research projects* Second, colleges are encouraged to become 
more involved in political strategies for obtaining funds than in 
developing the most competitive new scientific proposals. " 2 ^ 2 



240 The Congressional Record, June 5, 1986. p* S 6890* 

Ibid* f p. S 6893. 
242 Ibid., p. S 6894. 
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Senator Dennis DeConcini, defending a $25 million grant for 
Arisona State raised the issue of fairness. He said: 

over 50 percent of the Federal research money goes to 16 
States every year ... We have a right to compete, he said. 
We cannot compete. I *» proud of my Arizona State 
University and the science and engineering technology center 
they *ave proposed, but they have done it without any 
Federal help so far because it all goes to the elite eastern 
or California high-tech schools. It is time we called a 
•top ',o that. We are talking about peer-review. Well, let 
us sake peer review equitable, not just of the elite. 2 ** 

Senator Long followed by indicating "I am sort of in the dark in this 
natter. When did we agree that the peers would cut the melon or 
decide who would get the money?"*** 

Senator Danforth reminded Senator Bussell Long that included in 
the 1984 Deficit Reduction Act was congressional language to the 
effect that Government grants should be awarded competitively and that 
the peer review system was an appropriate process to use. To which 
Senator Long replied, 

Am I to understand that . . . Congress says we are not going to 
have any say about who gets this money: are we going to have 
some peers decide who gets this money? Now I understand why 
Louisiana has been getting so little. I did not know about 

Finally, Senator Thomas Eagleton argued that the Congress has no 
business determining what scientific projects the Department of 
Defense, the National Science Foundation, or the National Institutes 
of Health should be funding. He said, "Congress simply does not know 
enough to make those judgments." 

Be continued by indicating that not one of the 11 projects had 
been requested by the Defense Department. Not one had been 



2 * 3 Ibid., p. S 6897. 
2 ** Ibid. 
245 Ibid. 
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authorised by Congress and not one would be subject to the 
established procedures for scientific competition .2** 

With the conclusion of the debate, the Senate voted in iAvor of 
the Danf orth amendment , eliminating the earmarked funding for the 
universities* However, three weeks later, a House and Senate 
conference committee adopted an amendment providing funding for nine 
of the universities* (Funding for the Arizona State was not 
included.) On June 24 and June 26 the House and then the Senate 
approved funiing the $55*6 million for the nine universities contained 
within the conference report* 

In July the House took up the issue of bypassing peer review* 
The House debate focused on eight projects that the Appropriations 
Committee bill directed the DOE to fund in FY 1987* Three projects 
involved continued congressional support of research facilities that 
have been funded in the past, while the remaining five represented new 
starts* (See appendix F for the list of university projects*) 

When the DOE bill reached the floor, Representative Robert Walker 
introduced and amendment to block funding for the projects* The 
Cong 'somen indicated that "the projects had not been peer reviewed 
for scientific met it and that the expenditure had not been approved by 
th. H^uae Committee wn Science and Technology, which is supposed to 
authorise DOE programs . :, *47 

t'ouever Representative Tom Bevill argued that Congr*b* should 
have some thority to determine vhcre some cf the Nation's federal 
research dollars are spent* "We are being asked for Congress to 
delegate its responsibility to these peers to handle most of the 

M Ibid., p. S 69o_. 

247 The Congressional Record, July 23, J 986, p. H 4766. 



ERIC 



146 



143 



research money in this country," he stated. "Let us let the Congress 
handle a little of the money. "248 

Representative Manuel Lujan, the ranking minority member of the 
Scier.ce and Technology Committee, opposed the Walker amendment on the 
basis of geographical distribution of Federal R&D money. He said that 
51 percent of Federal R&D funds goes to only 31 universities, while 41 
percent went to 20 universities and 26 percent went to only 10 
universities. Further, no Southeast or Southwest universities are in 
the ';op 20. "Clearly, Congress has a role to play in redressing this 
imbalance," he argued." 24 * Representative Walker's amendment was 
defeated 315 to 106. 

STATUTORY REQUIREMENT FOR PEER REVIEW 

Despite the contention of tome academic officials, requirements 
currently exist requiring peer review of certain research facilities. 
For example, as indicated in chapter f qui , the National Cancer 
Institute's, National Cancer Advisory Board (NCAB) is required by law 
(42 USC 206) to review all funds, public and private, for the 
construction of cancer research centers. The NIH has developed an 
agency-wide policy requiring peer review of proposed research 
facilities for all their research institutes based on this statutory 
requirement. Nevertheless, Congress can still become involved in 
facilities funding decisions ifter completion of NIH's peer review 
process. 



248 Ibid., p. H 4768. 

249 Ibid., p. H 4770. 
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For eiample, the Senate FY 1986 appropriations bill for the 
Department of Health and Human Services (HHS), specified that $4*5 
Bullion should be transferred to HHS*s General Department Management 
Fund and awarded to the University of West Virginia to help build the 
Mary Babb Randolph Cancer center* The original proposal to build the 
Center was reviewed twice by the NCAB and turned down both times* In 
qualified support for the peer review process, the final report of the 
Senate Appropriations Committee recognised "all Federal research money 
that this Center may obtain will be received through the peer review 
process as directed by the National Cancer Act." 2 ^ 

During the 1960s when the Federal Government had an ac t ive 
facilities program. Federal R&D agencies implemented a nuaber of 
procedures for merit peer review of facilities* The National Science 
Foundation established peer review requirements for its "New Centers 
of Excellence'* program* As an earlier chapter indicated, the major 
goals of the program were to develop new university research centers 
as well as improve the quality of science and engineering education* 
Some of the major considerations NSP developed for the peer review 
process were: the likely gain in scientific productivity per nillion 
dollars invest*. \ commitment of State governments to provide matching 
grants , and the bility of proposing universities to recrui t and 
retain faculty competent to conduct the new programs *251 



250 g£p p or k Barrel: It's an Old Habit in Congress* Science & 
Government Report, Jan* 15, 1986. ,">• 7* 

251 Academic Research Facilities' Financing Strategies* 
National Science Board. Working Group Six. Federal Funding of Academic 
Research Facilities. 1986* p* 56* (Hereafter referred to as the 
Financing Strategies Conference*) 
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In the case of NASA* t "Sustaining University Program, 1 ' the agency 
relied on its own internal technical expertise to review university 
research facilities proposals* Different proposals were reviewed 
internally and decisions were made by the NASA administrator based on 
anticipated return on investment* Another major criteria was the 
institution's involvement in NASA's research programs* 2 * 2 

More recently. DOD utilired what might be called a procurement 
model to establish the Software Engineering Institute (SEI) at 
Carnegie Mellon University* After DOD had received congressional 
funding to establish the Institute, the Pentagon placed a request for 
proposals in the Commerce Business Daily and the Federal Register , 
The final seven proposals that were received were first reviewed by an 
evaluation board of civilian and military representatives includes 
NASA and National Security Agency representat i vep . The Board 
conducted proposed site visits as well as evaluating the proposals 
technical merits* The next level of review involved civilian and 
military senior research executives, with the final decisions made by 
the Undersecretary for Research and Engineering* DOD acknowledged 
substantial lobbying, nevertheless, the Pentagon contends the f inal 
decision was made on the technical merits of the winning proposal ,253 

COMPREHENSIVE MERIT REVIEW 

In recognition of the controversy that has surrounded peer review 
of university research facilities, the Financing Strategies Conference 

252 Ibid., p* 57. 
25 * Ibid* 
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introduced the concept of comprehensive merit review. 2 ** The report 
argues that proposals to fund the construction of academic teaching 
and research facilities require a broader review procedure than 
individual research grants. This was found especially true since many 
of these research facilities are perceived as important components of 
regional economic development. 

The NSB report recommends that when developing a procedure for 
reviewing academic research facilities, funding agencies should seek s 
procedure for evaluating the technical merits of the proposal that 
ensures: 

1, The existing or proposed programs of the institution 
in question are adequate to achieve the stated goals; 

2. The people in place or proposed for conducting the 
programs proposed for the facility in question are 
capable of competent execution of the programs; 

3* The proposed institution is able to achieve the goals 
intended by Congress and the agency involved; 

4. The capacity of the area, or of the institution, is 
adequate to provide the transportation, communication, 
supplies, water, and other similar resources, and other 
necessary services J and 

5„ cost of the facility will be reasonable. 2 *' 

Finally the Financing Facilities Conference report acknowledges 

that the 

"allocation proceas for research facilities is not 
exclusively the result of a competition among proposals for 
identical facilities ... the process is the result of an 
evaluation on a case-by-case basis of technical merit, local 
capabilities and aspiration*, and other factora ♦ ♦ . 
social, economic, and political considerations." 



2 *4 Ibid., p. 53. 
2 *5 Ibid., p. 55. 
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For these reason., the phrase "comprehensive merit evaluation" best 
describes the process for review of research facility proposals. 2 ** 

Essentially, some of the academic officials attending the 
financing conference were trying to restate their support of 
scientific peer review for facility funding, while recognizing other 
factors, including politics, would ultimately play a role in the final 
selection. Those at the meeting who opposed the idea of 
"comprehensive merit review" did so on the basis that it establishes 
no boundary conditions. They contended that a decision to fund a 
facility "could respond to any number of considerations that 
conceivably fall under its rubric." Further, the introduction of a 
new term will only confuse the current situation, "muddying the waters 
with imprecise guidelines, with decision factors that are not weighted 
and that are open ended. " 2 57 

In spite of continuous outcries, led by AAU and other educational 
organisations, the practice of universities going directly to the 
Congress and bypassing peer review continues to grow. Consequently, 
AAU has declared for the time being, a "cease fire" and organized the 
"Working Committee on Principles, Policies, and Procedures in the 
Award of Federal Funds for University Re5earch Facilities and Research 
Projects," to reevaluate the peer review issue. AAU's announceaent 
indicated that "pressures on university leaders and Members of 
Congress that lead to earmarking show no signs of abating. The 
present circumstances is one in which all major organized voices of 
higher education and research oppose the practice, yet it continues 

256 Ibid., p. 58. 

257 Ibid., p. 80. 



o J 51 

RIC > 



148 



and even appears to be growing*" The announcement continues by 
indicating* 

There is increasing concern in both government and the 
universities that we may face a future in which informed 
judgments about intellectual and scientific quality are no longer 
central to Federal decision making about funding for science and 
engineering*258 

One of the unusual aspects of the announcement is the actual 
make-up of the committee* As expected the working committee will 
consist of university representatives! including Washington lobbyists 
that have lobbied Congress for facilities funding* Surprisingly, 
congressional representatives from both the House and Senate 
Appropriations Subcommittees on Labor, Health and Huaan Services, and 
Education, and the Legislative Assistant to John Danforth, will also 
serve on the committee* 

The purpose of the committee's report, is to, 

review the present dilemma and to suggest ways in which 
university and government leaders might be brought into agreement 
on how funding decisions on university science and engineering 
research facilities and projects can be based on informed 
judgments of intel lectual qual ity whi le recognizing other 
legitimate interests*259 

The key phrase in this statement is "other legitimate interests*" 
Those within the academic community believe that this phrase may 
represent AAU's willingness to recognize that broader consideration, 
other than strictly scientific merit review, must be weighed when 
decisions about university research facili' es are made* This is what 
the participants of the Facilities Financing Conference had in mind 
when they introduced the idea of comprehensive merit review* One AAU 



258 AAU Announcement on The Working Committee On Principles. 
. Policies and Procedures* In Tne Award Of Federal Funds for 
University Research Facilities and Research Projects, Sept. 29, 1986* 
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official noted that after some of AAU's o *n members became recipient* 
of direct appropriations, AAU President Hobert H* Rosenzweig decided 
that his organisation should reevaluate its position on peer review of 
research facilities.260 

Although the final version of the report has not been released, 
the report now appears likely to urge higher-education associations to 
oppose congressional earmarking for facilities projects when the money 
is diverted from PcOtral R&D funds. The AAU committee is also 
expected to oromend that Congress establish a new Federal program to 
support acad mic facilities constructional 

CONCLUSION 

Many in Congress and academia believe the growing trend toward 
direct Congressional appropriations for facilities is a barometer of 
the need to modernize university research facilities* However, 
congressional earmarking of research and development funds may also be 
a perception of something much larger; the overall importance of 
American science and technological development as an engine for local, 
regional and national economic development* The development may also 
signify the evolution of direct political participation by universi- 
ties at the congressional level* 

Numerous reports, such as the President's Commission on 
Industrial Competitiveness and the White House Science Council: Panel 
On the H ealth of U.S* CoMeRes and Universities * have concluded that 

260 statement of an AAU official, Oct. 31, 1986. 

261 personal communication with AAU committee member. Mar. 18. 
1987. * 
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the overall health of the American scientific enterprise is vital to 

future U.S. international competitiveness* Thi* was stressed by 

Representative Buddy MacKay when he stated: 

You can't sell peer review per se. I have sat on committees 
where you have tried* Let me tell you something: "peer 
review" is not a self -defining term, and when you finish 
trying to sell that concept to a group of people who have 
all kinds of other priorities on their minds, it is not 
coming across* You've got to sell peer review for some 
other reason* and that other reason has to be sonething that 
they and their constituents can get excited about, and I 
think the answer is competitiveness * 2 ^ 2 

Further. Members of Congress, and various State and academic 
representatives perceive university research and technology centers as 
a critical base for state and regional econoaic development. 
Therefore. Members of Congress and university officials are willing to 
bypass a peer review system they believe is not fair. Consequently, 
elected representatives will continue to receive pressure froo various 
academic interests groups to make sure their universities possess the 
necessary infrastructure to become part of the scientific enterprise. 
As a result, it seems likely that direct congressional funding for 
scientific facilities will continue in the near future* 



262 Financing Strategies Conference, p* 70* 




CHAPTER IX. IMPACT OM EDUCATION AMD RESEARCH 



INTRODUCTION 



A number of university research adminiotrators have stated that 
outdated university research facilities have forced many universities 
to alter their science education programs, change laboratory exercises 
for some courses, or even cancel some classroom laboratory activities 
all together. According to the AAU study, 

researchers in all fields surveyed report a growing concern that 
the research and advanced education programs with which they are 
familiar are falling behind the leading edge in both quality and 
productivity ... As a result, many departments in highly 
regarded universities are experiencing a growing difficulty in 
attracting and holding quality researchers and graduate 
students. * 0 - J 

The quality decline of research facilities, therefore, has been a 
major contributor to the loss of top researchers and graduate 
students, experienced by many univer:ities, to the private sector 
where facilities are considered better. This shift may not result in 
a decline of the Nation's total research talent and effort, but it 
does mean a lessening of the kinds of basic, free inquiry research 
usually practiced in universities. 

This chapter will examine the implications of potentially 
inadequate research facilities for graduate and un^rgraduate 
education and research at the Nation's universities. However, before 

263 AAU Study, p. u. 
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•staining this issue it is necessary to review some of the important 
benefits of conducting basic science research at the nations 1 
universities* 

Linda S. Wilson, Vice President for Research, at the University 
of Michigan, in her paper, "The Capital Facilities Dilemma: 
Implications for Graduate Education and Research," noted that the 
three principal features of the IKS, science support system are 
concentration of basic research in the universities, integration of 
advanced research with graduate instruction, and emphasis on support 
of research projects rather than support of individual 
universities. 26 * She pointed out that the integration of advanced 
research and graduate study is a primary characteristic of the U*S* 
system of higher education* It allows students to participate in 
original research in which they learn the latest techniques in various 
research fields and is primarily responsible for educating and 
training the Nation's future scientists and engineers* 

The Wilson paper identifies a number of ways in whit^ the current 
conditions of university research facilities affect the education and 
research capabilities at different colleges and universities* 
Further, other facility studies reviewed in this report, including 
AAU^s, NSF's PI survey, and HSF's recent doctoral granting survey 
coincide with many of Wilson's bindings* 



Wilson, Linda S* The Capital Facilities Dilemma* In The 
State of Graduate Education* Ed. Bruce, L. R. Smith* Brookings 
Institution, Washington, D*C* 1985* f*. 122* 
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MAJOR AREAS OF IMPACT 

Quality and Productivity of Faculty 

Wi lson contended that perhaps the most serious impact of 

inadequate research facilities is the university's inability to 

recruit and retain the most productive faculty members and outstanding 

graduate students. 265 The AAU study reinforced this observation by 

indicating that their survey results showed, 

Some departments report almost insurmountable probleas in their 
recruiting efforts, not only Secause of shortages of Ph.D.s in 
certain fields, but also because they are unable to offer 
candidates the modern research environments necessary to conduct 
competitive research. 266 

As an example, Dr. Ke;in ( >th Miller, a biologist at Brown 
University, predicted that because his university and others cannot 
purchase modern electron microscopes, American leadership in cell 
biology and ultra structural studies may veil be surrendered to well- 
equipped laboratories in Europe and Japan. Miller believes that in the 
future America's best students may choose to study overseas, rather in 
American universities that have inferior research facilities. 267 
Others in the academic community see this happening in the near 
future. Still others see an inevitable evolution toward a world 
scientific community with centers of excellence in various fields in 
several advanced nations competing and cooperating. 



265 Ibid., p. 126. 

266 AAU Study, p. 11. 

267 Ibid., p. 12. 
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Mature and Extent of Science Interaction 

According to Wilton the current conditions of university research 
facilities affects the degree of collaboration and interaction among 
scientists and students in the seme and different fields; consequently 
affecting the quality of education and impeding scientific progress* 
Further. Dr. Hilson argued that the dispersal of individual research 
groups because of unavailability of contiguous research space 
undermines the quality of graduate research training. 26 ** px s in NSF's 
survey mentioned the problem of space more frequently than any other 
problem* In fact „ 38 percent of the Pis said thei r research 
facilities were "cxowded". 2 ^ 

Thirty eight percent of the research administrators in NSF's 
doctoral granting survey reported that a lack of campus space was n 
problem in addressing new facility construction* Essentially the 
research administrators said that the lack of available contiguous 
space prevented them from locating groups of scientific teams that 
must work together in additional new space* 27 ® Further. 95 percent of 
the research administrators said they bad less space than they 
needed, 271 while 38 percent of the grantees in NSF's PI survey 
considered their research space crowded* 272 

Responding to the AAU survey. Dr* Ralph Angle of the Cornell 
University Medical School, stated. 



268 Wilson, p. 125. 

26 9 HSP PI Survey, p. 11. 

270 NSF, Doctoral Granting Survey, p* 27. 
2 ™ Ibid., p. A-9* 

272 KSP, PI Survey, p. 11. 
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mder present circumstances there is virtually ao room for the 
development of new programs in biomedical research. We have no 
facilities adequate for recombinant DNA research* We have no 
storage facility for many hazardous chemicals. About 35 percent 
of our research laboratories have not been fully oodernized since 
the buildings were built in 1932 . . .273 



Choice of Research Problem 



According to Wilson the condition of research facilities also 
affect* the type of research a university will select to pursue, she 
stated that "overcrowding, inflexibility of space, and inadequacy of 
environmental controls can surely stifle the imagination of students 
and teachers, especially if they perceive little or no opportunity for 
improvements. "274 The NSF doctoral granting survey, the AAU report, 
and CAO's University Finances study had similar findings. The NSF 
doctoral granting survey found that 92 percent of the research 
administrators said that the current condition of research facilities 
limits the types of research projects carried out on their campus. 275 

For instance, according to Michael Heshii, Chairman of the 
Material Science and Engineering Department of Northwestern 
University, indicated the Nation lacks the research facilities for 
producing ultra-high purity metallic specimens such as iron, the basic 
element of our modern technology. Other nations such as Japan and 
France are ahead of the United States. Dr. Meshii went on to state, 
"because of this American universities will likely B iss out on the 
opportunity to discover and understand the intrinsic properties of 

273 AAU Study, p. 17. 

274 Wilson, p. 124. 

275 NSF Doctoral Granting "urvey, p. 26. 
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(ultra-high purity metallic specimens] iron and steel. 1,276 Twenty of 
the 23 universities that participated in the GAO study reported that 
the inadequacy of present research facilities vas a "leading 
constraint" to the type of research they were currently conducting. 277 
Finally, limitations on research facilities nay lead to 
conserva t ive sc ience ♦ Wi 1 son noted that those who decide what 
researchers have access to shared laboratory facilities may 
discriminate against research that has the potential for high payoff 
but is highly speculative* For example. Wilson speculated that with 
research space at such a premium, some universities officials may be 
reluctant to encourage their less established researchers to engage in 
what might be considered more theoretical research. 27 ** 



Validity of Research Results 

Inadequate research facilities may also compromise the validity 
of research results. For example. Wilson pointed out that crowding 
can limit access to research facilities and reduce the experimentation 
and replication needed to ensure the general izabi lity of the original 
research work. Further, older research facilities usually experience 
more down-time, thus hurting research productivity. HSF 1 principal 
investigator survey found that 69 percent of those interviewed lost 
some research time, in some cases more than three weeks, due to 
facilities-related failure in the past year. 27 ^ Inadequate air 

276 AAU Study, p. 18. 

277 GAO Study, p. 51. 
27 & Wilson, p. 125. 

27 * NSF, PI Survey, p. 13. 
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conditioning capabilities can lead to as ouch «, 50 percent down-tine 
in the turner months. Buildings „ith extensive deferred maintenance 
and juat aging can experience leaks, which ruin instrumentation and 
experiments and interrupt current research. 28 " 

At UCU, Dr. Tom Collins told AAU representatives that because of 
inadequate facilities, the engineering faculty i, unable to undertake 
the kinds of research which ere of most interest to them and which 
could greatly contribute to scientific advancement. Because UCLA does 
not have the most up to date equipment, researchers are often required 
to "jerry rig" equipment. This wastes valuable research time and 
often this "bailing wire and chewing gum" method runs the risk of 
generating unreliable or imprecise data. "281 

Hature and Type of Instruction 

The actual educational experience of college studenta appears to 
be very much affected by the current condition of research facilities 
says Wilson. The availability of research facilities for individual 
graduate students has a aignificant impact on how well that student is 
able to develop as an independent investigator. Wilson suggested that 
deteriorating physical plants and obsolete equipment have already 
Placed many pro gl .,ms, especially engineering, far behind current 
professional practices. Wilson concludes that when universities lack 
in the state-of-the-art facilities they are unable to meet the needs 



280 



Wilson, p. 126. 



281 AAU Study, p. 13. 
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of government and industry for highly trained science and engineering 
personnel .282 

Dr. H.A. Bisenberg of the University of Florida School of 

Engineering echoed this observation in the AAU study when he said, 

perhaps the most insidious effect of our inadequate facilities is 
the impact on the education program. Future generations of 
engineers and scientists are being educated in an environment 
that does not reflect the current state of technology. To the 
extent we do not have modern facilities, we tend to perpetuate 
the teaching of outmoded methodologies. 2 «3 

As mentioned earlier, this problem also transcends to 
undergraduate education as well. Accord f^g to the Report of the White 
House Science Council , constraints within university research 
facilities also affect the extent to which undergraduates are able to 
participate in research. Laboratories which limit undergraduate 
participation in research will probably have a negative effect on the 
recruitment of undergraduates into graduate study as well as their 
preparation for graduate study. 



Responsiveness to Regional and National Research Need* 

Research facilities also affect the transfer of technology to 
industry. The growing nature of university-industry cooperative 
ventures represents, in many cases, an expansion in the university's 
scope of interest. Many of these opportunities will require 
additional or updated university research facilities. This is 
especially true for cooperative efforts with high technology 
enterprises and other small business. Few of these organizations will 

282 Wilson, p. 127. 

283 AAU Study, p. 13. 
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have their own research facilities* Consequently, those universities 
that do not have adequate research facilities will not be able to take 
advantage of these cooperative venture opportunities. 28 ^ 

Environment and Personal Safety 

According to Dr. Wilson there is a concern that there are now a 
growing number of universities that are unable to take all the 
precautions to assure safety in the laboratory* As scientific 
research reaches into new areas, different and potential new hazards 
eaerge and must be addressed. Universities that have limited 
resources to make major renovations in old buildings designed for an 
earlier era of research, often are forced to make difficult 
compromises. To some extent, safety education, efforts in laboratory 
"housekeeping 11 , and extra attentiveness and careful segregation of 
risks can compensate for inadequacies in facilities. However, this 
usually results in some lost research and education productivity, not 
to mention compromising laboratory acti vities. 28 * o ver 39 percent of 
the administrators in NSK's PI survey indicated that safety concerns 
motivated past and current research facilities renovation 
activities. 286 



284 Wilson, p. 125. 

285 Ibid., p. 127. 

286 HFF, PI Survey, p. 5. 
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OOHCLUSIOH 

A major consequence of a deficient research facil ity is its 
implications for the quclity of future scientists and engineers 
produced at that facility* If IKS. colleges and universities as a 
whole, find it difficult to graduate top scientists and engineers, 
America's leading position in a number of scientific and technological 
fields could be challenged* Though this situation does not exist now, 
such a development might weaken U.S. scientific and technological 
leadership on which the Nation's economic health and national security 
depend* This potential threat and the need of many universities to 
upgrade their research facilities combined with interuni versity 
competition and reported limitations on sources of funds seems likely 
to keep the issue of how best tc ensure and distribute quality 
research facilities before the Congress for some time* 
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APPENDIX A 

LIST OF RESEARCH PACILIT1SS SURVEYS DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT 
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™ I^Jw? peering Coaoittee on Academic Research Facilities NSF Task Group 
on Academic Research Facilities April 1984. 

^J^ 00 '' D " e ' io ?" io § University Research Facilities A Survey of Recent 

21 STK Z^&Xxm™ 1 ^ Mlti ° Ml science Pound * tion ' 

Report to the chairman, Coraittee on Science and Technology, House of 
JuST'Sr 1 ™* UniVer,ity PiMnc " Re «" rch *nd Expenditures. CaO. 

University Research Facilities: Repcrt on a Survey Among Nationsl Science 
Foundation Grantees. National Science Foundation. June 1^1984. 

Science and Engineering Research Facilities at Doctorate-Granting Institutions 
National Science Foundation. Sept. 1986. institution*. 
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APPENDIX B 



Discussion Paper 



Robert L* Sproull 

President Etaeritus, diversity of 
Rochester 

Member, Government-University- 
Industry Research Roundtable 
Council 



EXPLICIT RENT CHARGES: ONE APPROACH TO MEETING FACILITY NEEDS 

One component of indirect costs or pooled costs in federal R&D grants 
and contracts to universities is a use allowance or depreciation on 
buildings in which the research is carried out. The standard allowable use 
charge is 2 percent per year. A university may include an alternative 
depreciation rate if it is ftilly documented. It also is possible to 
include within pooled costs, with permission of the agency sponsoring the 
research, the interest on loans taker by the university to construct the 
building in which the research is being carried out. 

Various proposals have been offered for modifying these procedures and 
for standardizing them across all federal agencies as a way to enhance the 
nation's capability for maintaining and building state-of-the-art academic 
research facilities. The approach proposed here is to make the charge for 
rent of research space an explicit component of federal R&D contracts and 
grants to universities. 

(1) 
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'0? The basic idea of the proposal below is to segregate a substantial 

?V portion of the pooled costs of research into a package that is a less 

f * controversial and more defensible cost allocation, and an allocation that 

/ can be compared with other universities and with industry. Although argu- 

?* ments and dissatisfactions will persist, the intent is to confine them to i 

l\> smaller part of the whole, and thereby reduce the overall dissatisfaction. 



pirect Cha rff* COT BfiPfc 

The basic approach is to assemble the costs that Kould appropriately be 
counted as part of esd! of research space and deal separately with the 
"basket" as rent-per-square-foot of space used on the federally supported 
project. The claim is that rent is easily understandable ^nd readily 
eomarable . and therefore less controversy could be anticipated in this 
part of the pooled costs. 

The elements in the rent calculation would include: 1) building depre- 
ciation and obsolescence, 2) routine maintenance, 3) security, 4) grounds 
care for grounds immediately attached to the building, 5) parking lot costs 
for spaces required by people associated with the building space, and 6) 
heat, power, light, "pure waters" charges. 

Item (1) above would be large and the most difficult to calculate 
initially and t agree upon. The history at each university of renovations 
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and of modifications to accommodate new programs, would form the basis of 
the calculation. This could be done on a university-wide basis but for two 
categories of space, laboratory and office. It would be helpful if the 
dollars-pe* -square-foot introduced into the calculation could remain for 
(say) five years with an agreed annual escalation. 

♦ The other items would present fewer problems. In many institutions, 
insufficient metering-by-buildir': of steam, wate. , and electricity exists 
to make accurate calculations. But energy conservation is stimulating more 
and more metering, and university-averages could probably be divided into 
laboratory and office rates without much trouble. 

As part of the negotiations leading to the agreed rent-per-square- 
foot, comparisons would be made with laboratory a*«* office space of com- 
parable quality ir the same geographic area. These comparisons would be an 
important part of the defense of the charged rate. 

In addition to rent, the other elements of the indirect cost pool would 
remain, but it would be well to make some changes in these as part of the 
process of using rent as a major element. "Central Administration" would 
probably remain about as is. "Research Grants and Contracts Administra- 
tion," now 100% in the pool, would be put in at some percentage (85%? 90%?) 
Ifias. than 100%. The purpose of this change, which would of course cost the 
university, is to acknowledge the "bid and proposal" nature of some of this 
activity and to provide en ubvious and evident incentive for the university 
to keep these costs down. 



"Departmental Administration" has been a major bone of contention, and 
universities usually settle for far less than they think is appropriate* 
One approach might be to fix the contribution to the pool at x% per 
fUll-time-equivalent faculty member. That is, if the sponsored research 
faculty spent the equivalent of (say) 12.5 FTE's on this research in a 
department of 25 people, half of the department office costs would go into 
thevpool. This approach probably substantially understates the fair charge 
to the government, but could be easily defended. Another approach might be 
to add y$ per FTE (on research) faculty member, where y would be the same 
country-wide. Since universities usually discount their fair "take" in 
this area anyway, it might be better to lose full repayment obviously by 
formula (and publicly claim this as cost sharing) than to lose it (as at 
present) in complicated, unpublicized negotiations. 

Library, student affairs, and other small items would be left 
unchanged . 

Although the nuiribei ^ could be negotiated so that this approach would 
result in no gain, no loss to the universities, I would hope that from the 
beginning of developing and negotiating the approach a serious attempt 
would be maUe ^ make the rent cover Hilly, the cost of space. If this 
occurred, the universities would have a way of solving their new and re- 
novated space needs that would be far superior to the "pork barrel" end 
runs and to special federal programs of grants for buildings and renova- 
tion. It would automatically adjust the support for space to the amount of 
federally sponsored work. Since the latter is peer reviewed and less 
politically noisy than grants for buildings, the whole process of research 
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support would be a little more effective and less controversial. To the 
extent that it* helped remove pooled cost" from ' worry on Capitol Hill, 
everyone would benefit. 



lasiaea 



There are many questions to be studied and issues to be resolved before 
one could make this approach into a firm prescription. Clearly, both 
universities and government would calculate careftjlly whether they would 
become "better off." But the proposal could be firmed in such a way that 
on average neither, had an economic advantage. The object is to make the 
uhole interaction an arena of less controversy, better understood and 
defended, and to return to the flavor of partnership. 

Some of the questions are: 1) Would cost-sharing still be required? 2) 
What differences (if any) should there be between public and private 
institutions? 3) Could the idea of rent be extended to research equipment 
use? 4) Should rent-per-square-foot be a constant in each geographical 
area? for each type (college, research university, off-campus laboratory) 
of institution? 5) Should a third category of space (in addition to * * ' 
laboratory and office space) be created for computerized offices or dry 
laboratories? 6) Would a university immediately have a surplus of space, 
and how much inefficiency would accompany empty space and moving stimulated 
by a principal investigator's desire to minimize the pooled costs charged 
to him? 7) Would universities in fact hold P.I.'s ^inarcially responsible 
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for space, or would they average in some way? 8) What are realistic 
aasuap ions about the accounting expense associated with calculating rent? 
How often would it be necessary to revise the figure? 9) When the whole 
systea was put together, would the incentives be correct? 10) How vrould it 
interact with initiatives in other areas, such as effort reporting and 
longevity of grants, not addressed here? 



DRAFT of July 8 1985 
RLS/DIP:jeb 
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APPENDIX C 



Tax-Exempt Financing for Research Facilities 
David Clapp 
(June 1985) 



Prorx>sal 

To establish an independent, nonprofit corporation that 
would receive funding from Federal appropriations as well as 
business and public contributions for the purpose of providing 
guarantees, grants, loans, and other financial assistance to 
nonprofit independent or state-related educational and/or 
scientific research projects. The corporation would assist 
institutions primarily by providing credit support or leveraging 
for capital borrowing programs in the tax-exempt bond market* 



Background 

Both independent and state-related institutions generally 
have legal access to the tax-exempt capital markets at the 
present time. Host state universities can issue tax-exempt 
bonds (i.e., bonds the interest on which is exempt frim Federal 
income tax) directly as state government instrumentalities. An 
independent institution can achieve a generally similar result 
through the auspices of an agency, created at the state or local 
level, which issues tax-exempt bonds and uses the proceeds to 
finance capital projects subject only to certain limitations 
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imposed by state law. Medical schools and hospitals have widely 
used this type of financing for health car© projects as well as 
higher education institutions. However, in these cases, 
theinstitution' must rely on its own credit rating. The proposal 
in this paper is intended to remove that requirement. 

This paper is concerned with institutions that are exempt 
from Federal income tax as charitable or educational 
organizations or as state universities. Other entities, such as 
proprietary health care corporations or private research 
companies, may engage in similar projects but have a different 
financial status because of their different legal status. 

Xn recent years investment bankers have relied increasingly 
on the financial techniques of leveraging and credit support to 
enhance the utility of tax-exempt' financing to qualifying 
institutions. These techniques work briefly as follows: 

Leveraging?, Leveraging refers generally to the practice of 
adding borrowed funds to funds on hand, in order to "leverage" 
the funds on hand by enabling the institutions to finance biggei 
projects. Leveraging is inherent, though not always apparent, 
in virtually every capital project financing in the tax-exempt 
market. When an institution uses agency financing for a 
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project, it is in essence using the borrowing to leverage its 
own endoirment and cash flow. Leverage also occurs in the form 
of a direct grant or low interest loan provided by a 
governmental agency in tandem with the tax-exempt borrowing. 
The Federal Government program for Urban Development Action 
Grant; is an important example, in the area of inner-city 
renovation, though soon it may be only of historical interest in 
view of the Administration's proposal to eliminate this program. 
Agencies themselves occasionally provide leverage to their own 
borrowers, generally by making grants or loans at a lower 
interest rate than the interest rate payable by the agency on 
its own bonds, and subsidizing the difference from agency 
capital . 



Crgtfifr gUPPffrft; Interest rates in the tax-exempt market 
depend on the credit strength of the borrowing entity in 
addition to numerous other factors. In this respect the 
tax-exempt market is similar to the general taxable market', * 
though interest rat** in the tax-exempt market are generally a 
few percentage points below the rates obtainable by a comparable 
credit in the taxable market, because of the value of the tax 
oxemption to investors, in the tax-exempt market as it exists 
today, entities offering credit support include insurance 
companies offering "bond insurance* 1 policies, commercial banks 
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ottering lettera ot credit, and insurance funds ottered by 
states to their agencies. Bond insurer* undertake to pay the 
principal and interest on the insured bonds it tor any reason 
there is detault by the bond issuer* Some bond insurers 
operate, or "specialize," only in specitic, specialized market 
sectors, such as health care. In view ot this tact there may be 
a potential tor ready market acceptance ot an insurance program 
that would concentrate on tinancings tor scientitic research as 
an instance ot a specialized! market sector. Credit support 
programs represent a highly .dent torm ot leveraging in that 
the asset dollars ot the credit provider— such as a bond 
insurer — will support a vastly greater dollar amount ot project 
financing. 

How the Corporati on Would Work 

lntrodc\.ion: Formation ot a nonprofit corporation is a 
simple procedure generally requiring little more than tiling the 
articles ot incorporation or corporate charter, signed by the 
individuals serving as the initial trustees, with the state 
government ot the state chosen tor incorporation. The laws ot 
most states are similar in dealing with nonprofit corporations 
and allow the corporation's bylaws to make decisions about the 
size and composition ot the board ot trustees, the frequency and 
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procedure for meetings, and so on* Frequently, a nonprofit 
corporation will supplement its formal board of trustees with 
one or more advisory t-^rds composed of persons of distinction 
in its area, Uce of an advisory board might be particularly 
appropriate in the present case due to the technical nature of 
the projects the corporation would be considering* 

Incorporation ui der Federal Law is also possible, but would 
require specific Federal authorization* Several existing 
programs operate under Federal charters but have evolved to 
situations where the ties to the Federal Government seem 
primarily historical or nominal, such as the Federal National 
Mortgage Association* 

The need for funding of reasearch facilities presents the 
challenge of asking for money for activities that do not have a 
large natural constituency of voters and whose benefits to 
society may be perceived by some as being less immediate ^than 
othor competing demands* A .great deal of study and consultation 
would be necf>ary to determine the likelihood of a substantial 
federal appropriation for a project of this type in tho present 
federal budgetary climate or in any climate reasonably 
foreseeable* Potentially the strongest argument in favor of 
funding for this corporation would be the leveraging it would 
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offer in that each dollar of appropriation should lead to many 
more dollars of actual expenditure on projects. 

Charitable foundations tend to prefer making gifts for 
specific projects as distinguished from ongoing programs such as 
discussed here for the corporation, in addition, private 
corporations tend to sponsor research useful to their own 
product development rather than general purposes. In addition, 
funds from these sources are inadequate when compared to the 
national need. Thus the opportunities for capital funding from 
the private sector may be limited. 

Mechanics: In general, the new corporation would be 
operated using the following mechanics. Congress would 
appropriate an amount, say $500 million, on a one time, no 
recourse basis. The monoy would be invested to yield the 
highest prudent current return. Institutions wishing to 
construct research facilities would apply to the corporation for 
assistance. An advisory board to the corporation would 
determine the worthiness of the project. The staff of the 
corporation would examine and pass upon the financial soundness 
of the applicant and construction cost estimates of the project. 
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Once the project is approved by both the advisory board and 
the corporation staff, the applicant institution would enter 
into a loan agreement with the corporation. The loan agreement 
would pledge certain assets of the institution to the 
corporation and contain certain covenants as to performance. 
The principal covenants would be, from the Corporation, the 
agreement to lend funds which, together with other available 
funds, will be used to construct the project, and from the 
applicant institution, the promise to repay the loan over an 
agreed time period (say 10-30 years) and the agreement to use 
the loan to construct the project and operate it ^ a research 
facility (this latter term would be defined). 

From time to time the corporation would combine group* of 
projects into appropriate ^ross amounts (say $100 million) and 
then sell its tax-exempt bonds to provide loan funds. The bonds 
would be secured by and payable from (i) moneys due under the 
loan agreements, (ii) the invested $500 million trust fund and 
(iii) a letter of credit or other financial guaranty in an 
amount to assure the highest possible credit ratings on the tax 
exempt debt. 
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The institution's interest rate would be computed to be the 
corporation's bond rate less an amount of subsidy running from 
the corporation to the institution* The subsidy, which could be 
determined either uniformly or according to relative need, would 
take the form of a grant to the institution and would be derived 
from income earned on the $500 million trust fund. Since the 



$500 million principal is not expected to be diminished the 
leverage provided by this money is, in effect, used over and 
over* 

If an institution defaults on its loan repayments,, the 
corporation will reserve the right to enter upon and sell the 
research facility and ~o substitute another project into the 
loan package financed by a particular corporation bond is*iue* 
However, the institution's obligations to the corporation under 
its loan agreement would not be relieved* 

The amoritization schedule for lo2n agreements would be 
tailored to nntch the specific project* For instance, a project 
for which the borrowed funds would generally be used for a 
building (as opposed to equipment) would likely amortize over 
the useful life of the building* If a project were mostly 
equipment, amortization might be shorter, reflecting the shorter 
useful life* 
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Observations: The advisory board could and should operate 
independently* This would promote fail treatment when, the 
merits of research projects are being discussed and decided 
upon* This board would determine the material required from 
institutions making applications for assistance* In addition, 
the board would make site visits, post-completion inspections, 
etc* 

t 

The corporation staff would examine all the finances and 
determine the need for the projects and the ability tc repay 
loans* This "underwriting" function can be performed in a 
manner which will lend credibility and stability to tne overall 
program* 

The $500 Million Trusc Fund , and the loan-bond structure as 
a who! , should not inhibit or discourage corporate and 
foundation gifts and grants to projects* On the contrary, since 
bond funds could be used in much the sam* way as matching 'fund's 
are in other programs, giving should actually increase — thereby 
increasing the ability to find 100% funding foy projects on a 
combined basis* Also, loans could he repaid from gifts received 
over the usual 3-5 year pledge periods, but construction of 
projects will not be slowed by insufficient available funds* 
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Corporation tax exempt bond issues will be nationally 
popular and will attract investors* The nature of the program, 
with a high national profile, together with the loan agreements 
and credit support, will present triple A security for bond 
purchasers* The fact that the corporation will issue bonds 
seveial times a year will create a wide and continuing market 
for its issues* The result would be a vastly increased 
f-inancial capability for the construction of research 
facilities* 

State Law Authori zation for Projects 

State laws providing for agency financing are not uniform in 
thair definitions of facilities qualifying for financinj* The 
following is an exaizple of relatively broad language that could 
apply to a research facility at a college or university* 

"Eligible facility" means any site, structure, or equipment 
suitable for use in academic, research, and cultural 
activities at a college, including but not limited to, 
classrooms, laboratories, librcries, research facilities, 
academic buildings, housing units, uining facilities, 
administration buildings, health care acilitles, parking, 
maintenance, storage and utility facilities, and all the 
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facilities, equipment materials and furnishings necessary and 
usually attendant thereto: Provided, That 'eligible facility" 
shall not include any facility used or to be used for sectarian 
instruction or study, or as a place for devotional activities or 
religious worship. 

This language authorizes financing research facilities of a 
college or university. It would be less likely for state law to 
authorize financing of research facilities at independent 
institutions which did not haye an educational program in the 
normal sense of a student body, faculty, classrooms, and so on. 

Federal Tax Au thorization 

The program of the corporation as described above would not 
requiie any amendment to the provisions of the Internal Revenue 
Code pertaining to tax-exempt financing. However, the 
Administration has recommenced amerdments to eliminate the*' 
ability of authorities to issue tax-exempt bonds for the benefit 
of private educational or health care institutions. If the 
Congress accepts the Administratis' s recommendation but wishes 
to preserve the program described here for the corporation, 
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Congress could enact a special provision dealing with the 
matter. 



All of the foregoing is intentionally brief and certain 
details as to legality and mechanics are not inducted. This 
paper does, however, provide a basis for discussion and uses 
concepts and ideas which have been used in other situations in 
several states' -across tht country. 
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William F. Massy 
July I, 1985 



CONFERENCE ON ACADEMIC RESEARCH FACILITIES 
Outline of Alternative Sources of Finance 



Type of Financing 


Typical Source of Funds 


A. Er Icy financing: payment up fronc 


1. University, school or 
departmental reserves 

* 


o Funded depreciation 

charges, if any 
o Part operating surpluses 
o General gifts 


2. Restricted gifts or grants 
from private services (lead 
or "name" gift, other gifts) 


2. Obtained from: 

o Individuals 

p/\| IT* A A f A fST\C 

o Corporations 


3. Line items in sponsored re- 
search or instruction agree- 
ments (grants or contracts) 


3. With: 

o Corporate ons 
o Foundations 

o State and local government 
o Federal agencies 


4. Joint ventures for research 
or instruction 


4. With: 

o Corporations 
o Foundations 

o State and local government 


5. State appropriations 

(public institutions only) 


S. Scat* government 


6. Federal facilities grants a 


6. Federal government 
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CONFERENCE ON ACADEMIC RESEARCH FACILITIES 
Outline of Alternative Sources of Finance (continued) 



Type of Financing 


Typical Source of Funds 


B. Dabt financing: payment over time 


1* Tax exempt bonds and no' es° 


Applies to all sources vdi-d**; 


- 


Interest payments: 




o Indirect cost recovery 






2. Taxable bonds and notes** 


BlJLOVSDie Oil rcucioi 




grants and contracts) 




o Line items in sponsored 




agreements 




o General income, gifts, etc. 




o Restricted gifts 


3. Government loans (subsia.zed 




or unsubsidized) 8 


Principal lepayment: 




o Indirect cost recovery 




(depreciation charges) 




o Line items in sponsored 




agreements 




o General income, gifts, etc. 




o Restricted gifts 


4. Government guaranteed bonds 




and notes (tax exeupt or 




taxable ) a 





Ti\e federal government currently has no general programs applicable to 
research facilities. 

Access of private institutions to tax exeLpt financing would be eliminated 
under the Treasury II tax reform proposal. Public institutions would be 
unaffected. The result would be to further increase the gap between the 
tuition and fees and the indirect cost rates of private and public 
institutions. 

Used mainly by private institutions when access to tax exempt financing 
cannot be obtained. 
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Appendices 



Appendix A-Facilities Audit 
The fadlftes audit, performed by in-nouse 
staff, consultants, or combinations of both, 
includes a physical and functional analysis 
of each building. The physical analysis can 
be done by separating the building into 
components or primary structure, secon- 
dary structure, service systems and safety 
standards. This methodology uses the fol- 
lowing physical analysis categories: 



( 1 ) Primary Structure-includes the structural 
load-bearing elements of a building, 
foundations, the roofing system, and 
the flooring system. 

(2) Secondary Structure-Includes archi- 
tectural elements and items normally 
appearing in room and door schedules, 
interior wslls, and cei'mgs. 

(3) Service Systems-Includes all r -hanical 
and electrical components, cooling, 
heating, plumbing, and conveying. 

* Source: 



(4) Safety Standards-Includes those sys- 
tems which are necessary to achieve 
compliance with applicable building 
codes. National Fire Protection Associa- 
tion Standards, recognized life safety 
practices, and c ction 504 regulations. 

iZi hiTergy use Effidency-Covers both the 
active* and passive energy use systems 
oftheracility. 

A functional analysis examines a building's 
suitability of use for its present occupancy 
as well as for other programs, its location 
and other provision:. It can be used to 
study assignable space adaptability or suit- 
ability for present or future use. The analyses 
is organized so that maximum points have 
been assigned to 14 building components 
and three functional categories wth a raung 
in relation to its contribution to the cate- 
gory. The maximum point value assigned 
to the various building components is 
shown in Figure A- 1. 



Harvey H. Kaiser, Crumbling Academe: 
Solving, the Capital Renewal and Replacement 
Di lemma — 
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figure A- 1 

FadWes Evaluation Summary 

Maximum 

CATEGCWr P** 

Value 



1. Priniary Structure— ftxxxJatxxi System 

2. Pnrnary Structure— Colurnnarxi Exterior System 

3. Primary SttJCture— Floor System 

4. PrimarySoucturc— RoofSystem 



Primary Structure Total 



13 
13 

7 
7 



5. Secondary Structure— Ceflng Syswn 

6. Secondary Structure— lntenc*\tofcandPartwom 

7. Secondary Structure— Window Sysrem 

a Scconcvvy Structure— Door Syswn 



Secondary Structure Total 



9. Service Systems— Coofang . 

10. Service Systems— Heating . 

11. Service Systems— Plumbing 

12. Service Systems— Deancal 

13. Service Systems— Conveying 



Serv<e Systems Total 



10 
10 
S 
8 
1 

34 



14. Safety Standards 



Safety Standards Total 



15. Functional StarxJards— AssignaWe Space 

16. Functional Standards— AdaptaoAty ... 

17. RmcoonaJ Standards — SuftaoMy .. .. 



Functcnai Standards Total 



Maximum Total Points tor eacft faedfty 



ERLC 
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Each category is inspected by the team of 
auditors and rated, using the classification 
system devr loped by the National Center 
for Education Statistics for the higher EDU- 
CATION WVENTOW ANO O/SSTCWON SURVEY. 

A condition value multiplier provides the 
subcategory value as shown in Figure A- 2. 



(S) Satisfactory-Suitable for continued use with normal maintenance. 1 .0 
No capital outlay funds needed during the next five years, 

(2) Remodeling A-8uilding is currently adequate. Requiring restoration 0.8 ± . I 
to present acceptable standards without major room use changes, 
alterations, or modernizations. Theapproximate cost of "Remodeling 
A" is not greater than 25 percent ol the estimated replacement cost 
of the building. 

(3| Remodeling B-Requiring major updating and/or modernization. 0.5 ±. I 
The approximate cost of "Remodeling B" is greater than 25 percent 
but not greater than 50 percent of the building's replacement cost 

(4) RemodellngC-Requiring major remodeling of the building. The ap- C X ± . I 
proximate cost of "Remodeling C" is greater than 50 percent of the 
building's replacement cost 

(U) Unsatisfactory-Structure should be demolished or abandoned be- 0.0 
cause the building is unsafe or structuralry unsound, irrespective of 
the need for the space or the availability of funds for a replacement 
facility. 



A form combining the description of a 
building's characteristics, me actual rating 
of each system and building rating is the 
Physical Facilities Evaluation r ,jmmary. 



Figure A- 2 



OasslflcKton System 



Ossification 



Condition 

value 
MuttipQer 
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Figure A-3 Physical Facilities Evaluation Summary 

BwflOngNumtwandNra 

Location 

Survey Oate 

Survey Team . 



Ratings 

Possible Aqual 



PRIMARY STRUCTURE W 

1 Foundation SyHcm .... I 

2. CcJurm and E«enofUaa System 1 

3 FtoaSyHcni 

4. Roof System 



SECONDARY STRUCTURE 



5. Ceding SyHem 

6. inwxyVWfc and Partitions 

7. V/«Jow System 

a DoofSysiem 



SERVICE SYSTEMS 

9. Coding 

10. Hitting . 
||. Pmn-pC^ng 

12. BconcaJ 

13. Conveying 



SAFETY STANDARDS 
14. Safety Standard* 



rjNCTJONAI STANDARDS 

15 Assjgnaofc Space 

16 Adapubttoy .... 
17. Sutaottiiy 



1*1 



10 
10 
5 
8 
J 



( ) 



( 51 



( I 



H2| 

4 
4 

4_ 

TOTAL K» 



i I 
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Figure A-3 Physical Facilities Evaluation Summary 

* BUHDiNGR/STNG 

S. Saosfccwy 9S. I00 

2. 'Remodeling — A 75-94 

3. Benxx«ing— 8 55- 74 

4. RemocJebng— C 35- 54 

U. Demofioon * 34 

1 8uikta>3 



J 93, 
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in the Self- Evaluaoon process described in | form for rating each system. A typical form 
the Facilities Audit Workbook is a separate I for a building system is shown below 

figure A-4 Primary Structure— Foundation System 

A. SYSTEM TYPE 

(1) Extenorcc^UrrclndrvxX^r^ and piers prednBed dnvenpihng 

contmyoujftgs. caissons mas 

(2) Foorxteoor. materials: Jttel concrete wood after 

oornbtfiaoon 

p) ^xefkxfocongs:«x3MO\wIftgs.3fKJptM piling. pUe caps and pters 

(4) Foundaoon wafls; conorxxxc ftgs. grade beams 

a SYSTEM EVALUATION S 2 3 4 U Comments 



(1) Cracked wails 

(2) Foundaoon settlement 
P) Fbundaoondetencraoon 
(4) Design toad 



COMMENTS. _ 



NUMERICAL EVALUATION (dfde one} Condition Vafce 

Multiplier 



(S) Satisfactory 10 

(2) Rerrxxfc^ngA— Reo^resretorabc^ 08^.1 
P) Remoddng B — Requires major nxxJernizaoon. cost between 2S and 50% of tout 

replacement 0.5 .1 

(4| Rernoddng C— Requires major remodebng. cost greater tftan 50% of total replacement 02 ^ .1 
(UJ Demolition— System ts tetany unsatisfactory and cannot be remodeled— replace 00 



NUMERICAL RATING: 13 x (D) {Ccnctocn Value Mutopi.erf - 



_ Building 



o 



194 



27 



The rating for a system is determined and 
then multiplied by the Condition Value 
Multiplier, for example, on line 1 ot the 
Facilities Evaluation Summary (Figure A-3}, 
an evaluation of a building's foundation as 
"Remodeling A" would grve a condition 
value multiplier of 0.9; this is multiplied by 
the maximum rating for this category (13 
points) for a condition rating of 12. 

Append^ B: Cost Estimates for 
Replacement V&lue 

Cost estimates for priority projects identified 
in the facilities audit can be developed from 
the Facilities Evaluation Summary (See Fgure 
B-l). This is not a substitute for a detailed 
projea estimate based on quantitiesof ma- 
terial and labor. However, it serves as a 
useful tool in providing order of magnitude 
costs for comparing projects. 



The score of total points aligned to each 
building evaluated ir the Summary repre- 
sents the percentag. ->r replacement value. 
The deficit 100 minus the score, represents 
the percent of current replacement cost 
which will be required to repair or rehabili- 
tate the building to meet an acceptable 
standard of quality. Thus, the product of 
the defidt as percent multiplied by the 
estimated current construction cost of a 
new building of the same size, occupancy 
and function, represents the estimated 
construction cost of the required repair or 
rehabilitation. 

Sources for current local costs by building 
type and occupancy are available from an 
institution's records or from pub!*"shed 
sources, such as means building systems 



FKjureB.1 

Physical Fac&tjes Evaluation Summary 



Budding Number & Name ' Jasyoom— Office Budding 

Locaoon Matn Campus 

Survey Date 

Survey Team 



Ratings 

Jtobte Actual 



PRIMARY STRUCTURE 

1. ForxJaoon System 

2. Coiumn and &ccnor Wil\ Syaem 

3 FtoorSystem 

4. RoofSystem 



HO) 



13 
13 

7 
7 



(35) 



12 
12 
6 



5 



78-79? 0-87 




Figure B.l 

Physical Facilities Evaluation Summary 



SECONDARY' STRUCTURE (9) (6) 

5. Ce&ngSysrem 3 2 

6. Intenor UGtis and Partitions 3 2 

7. WindowSystem 2 t 

a DoorSystem 1 i 

SERVICE SYSTEMS |34| |19J 

9. Cooing 10 2 

10. Hearing 10 6 

11. Rumbmg 5 4 

12. Etectncal 8 6 

13. Convrymg 1 l 

SAFETY STANDARDS f 5J ( 3) 

!4. Safety Standards 3 

FlJ^x^^o^lALS^ANOARos Ii2) 1 7) 

15. Assgnaote Space 4 3 

16. Adaptability 4 2 

17. Smtatxwy 4 • 2 

TOTAL 100 

BUILDING RATING 

1 Satisfactory 95-100 

2. Remodeling— A 75-94 

3. Remodeling— B 55- 74 70 

4. Remodehng— C 35- 54 

U Demotaion 0-34 . 



GUIDE. DODGE CONSTRUCTION SYSTEM COSTS, 

and the berger building and design cost 
file The published sources provide sum- 
maries of unit area costs for a variety of 
buildings, including some specifically iden- 
tified as college and university types and 
occupancies. Where sufficient volume of 
construction history exists for a campus or 
in a system, this data can be used as primary 
sources a^d the cost guides as secondary 
sources. 



The procedure for cost estimating follows 
three steps. (1) establishing replacement 
costs by building type. (2) determining the 
percentage of building deficiencies, and (3) 
calculating capital renewal and replace- 
ment costs. 

A summary of estimated replacement values 
obtained from average costs in the three 
referenced sources is shown below (Figure 
B.2). By using the gross square footage of 
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each building, and the square foot replace- 
ment costs for the same building type, the 
replacement costs of facilities at a campus 
can be estimated. 



figure R2 
Summary of Estimated Replacement 
Values of Campus Facilities Building Type 



For example, the facilities evaluation sum- 
mary for a 50.000 gross square foot class- 
room building in Figure B.I shows a 
maximum total point score of 70. Replace- 
ment costs are obtained by using the 
deficiency percentage. The estimated 
rehabilitation cost (Jury 1982) for this ex- 
ample would be 30 percent ( 100-70) times 
the estimated cost of replacement The esti- 
mated cost of total replacement of S80 per 
square foot x 50.000 square feet equals 
S'J.OOO.OOO. Thus, the estimated cost of re- 
habilitation for the building is .30 x 
S4.000.000 = $1,200,000. Individual com- 
ponents rated as priority projects can be 
estimated in a similar manner. For example, 
the electrical system rating for the building 
illustrated in Figure B.l shows a deficiency 
of two percent (maximum rating of 8 minus 
and actual rating of 6). The cost of improve- 
ments is = 50.000 square feet x S80 per 
square foot x 0.02 = $80,000. 



Gross jnre 
Foot of New 
Construction 

jmy 1.1982 



AdmantstraoonSutJcfing 

Axtoonurm 

Dormitories 

Laboratory Schools 

libraries 

Offices. Classrooms 

ptysical Edbcaoon FaoJ»oej 
Sdence and Ery-neerng Fx&ty 
Sox^rx Unions and C2/«rrt3S 



s eaoo 



86.00 
7200 
7Z0O 
8600 
8000 
8Z00 
94 00 
82X0 
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APPENDIX E 

LIST OF UNIVERSITIES RECEIVINC DIRECT CONGRESSIONAL APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR RESEARCH FACILITIES 



Documents E-l through E-4 contain a listing of universities that have 
received direct congressional appropriations , primarily Cor university research 
facilities* Documents E-l and E-2 are from Science fcuJ Government Report 
listing those universities that have received direct congressional 
appropriations Cor university research facilities* Although document E-2 
indicates that the Senate rejected funding Cor the ten universities listed on 
page 4 of E-2, Congress eventually approved funding of all the projects except 
for Arizona State University* (Set. chapter eight oC this report.) 

Document E-3 discusses specific university projects totaling $19.9 
million, proposed by Members of Congress which would be funded by the 
Department of Education. Finally document E-4 contains a listing of all 
universities that have received direct congressional appropriations from the 
96th through the 99th Congress. Not all the funding to universities was for 
research facilities. Further, many of the universities listed in documents E-l 
and E-3 are also included in document E-4. 
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6-SCIENCE & GOVERN MENT REPO RT January 15. 1VS6 

R&D Pork Barrel: It's an Old Habit in Congress 



Congressional pork-barreling for construction end re» 
search funds for toco! universities ts often accomplished 
with such stealth that the extent of these opetanons tends 
to be underrated. But that it's a big and growing business 
is evident from a 4-year review of such appropriations 
actions, tided "Tally of Congressional Attempts to Pro- 
vtde Special Appropriations to Utuvcrsiites as of Decent' 
ber20, 1985." 

The tist, covering most but not all of these legislative 
episodes, was prepared by the Association ofAmencan 
Universities, the Washington- based lobby for big re- 
search universities. The AAUhas been in tht vanguvd of 
opposition to crafty newcomers hauling off funds that tn 



1982 

U. of Oklihoma. S3 million. Ctri Ubert Congressional 
Research and Studies Center. Dept. of Education 

1983 

Oregon Health Sciences University. 520 4 million, biomed- 
ical information commun.-auons center. Dept of Health and 
Human Service) (HHS) 

Tufa U.. S2 million hazardous waste management center. 
Environmental Protection Agency 

U. of New Hampshire. SIS million, space and marines sci- 
ences btiilding. Dept. of Ed. 

Boston College. $7.3 million, library building. Dept of Ed 

Georgetown fj.. $820,000. feasibility study for fuel-celt 
demonstration project, with construction costs estimated at 
S160 tmllion. Dept. of Defense 

Tuskegec Inst.. S9 million. center for aerospace engineering 
and health education. Dept of Ed. 

U. of Hartford. S6.S million, library building. Dept of Ed 

U. of Georgia. S3.5 million. Institute of Government. Dept. 
of Ed. 

U. of Mass .S3mr'ion.McCorm«k Institute. Dept. of Ed 
U. of Conn.. $750,000. pediatric research and training cen- 
ter. HHS 

U. of Hawaii. S? 50.000. rehabilitation research and training 
center. HHS 

Columbir J .SS million, plus S3 million in 1984 S8 million 
in 1985. center for chemical research. Dept of Energy 

1984 

Boston U . S19 million, high* technology sciences and eng.* 
neenng center. Dept. of Commerce. Economic Development 
Administration (EDA) 

Lincoln U. and Cheyncy U.. S3.4 million, construction and 
renovation of shared facility. Dept. of Ed. 

F1onda State U.. S7 million, plus S3 S millicn in 198S. super 
computer facility; estimated total cost S63 million, with feder- 
a) govt, to fund 70 percent. Dept. of Energy 

Catholic U.. SS million, plus S8.9 million in 1985. materials 
laboratory. Dept of Energy 

Northwestern U.. $16 million, plus $10.3 million m 1985. 
basic research industry institute. Dept. of Energy 

Oregon Health Sciences U . $1 million, vision research fa- 
cilities. HHS 



the past predominantly h* m to us members 

It should be noted that the construction funds were 
appropriated during a period in which White House poti- 
c f was generally against putting up new lab buildings in 
academe. The lobbyists accordingly applaud their suc- 
cess as a gain of funds that would otherwise have been 
unattainable. The * haves" respond that academic R&D 
is essentially a zero-Sum situation, and that what's gained 
by lobbying for the home school is mainly subtracted 
from so<allcd mcrihrevicwcd awards. In any case, 
here's the AA U list, showing the calendar year in which 
the appropriation was voted, institution, amount of mon- 
ey* purpose, and the federal agency providing the funds 



U. of N. Carolina. $800000. expansion of undersea re* 
search program. Nation.il Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminis- 
tration 

U of Oregon S2 3 million plus SS.S million in 1985. plan- 
ning and construction funds for science facility. Dept of Ener- 
gy 

{Continued On page 7) 



W. Va. Gets its Cancer Center 

The intensity of Congressional determination to 
deliver building funds to the hume campuses is illus- 
trated by the case of the Mary Babb Randolph Can- 
cer Center at the University of West Virginia. Mor* 
gantown. First-year construction funds totaling S4 5 
million have been been made available for the Cen- 
ter, despite the proper workings of a peer-review 
system that twice turned down the project on 
grounds of inadequate leadership, staffing, and plan- 
ning. 

A pet project of Senate Minonty Leader Robert 
Byrd (D-W.Va.). (he Center was earmarked for 
funding in the 1985 appropriations bill for the Na- 
tional Cancer Institute. But it failed to gain the ap- 
proval of the Nation*! Cancer Arfyrsorv Bo*rH. 
which, by law, h aa veto power over such fVG gnrtitT 
The Board later took another look at the project and 
again turned it down. The money remained in the 
NCI budget, unspent. 

But the West Virginia project, stiil unapproved by 
the Board, will go ahead. The 1986 aoomo nations 
hill for the ncrwrtment of hearth ana Muman 5erv 
iccn •••cantr* tnat tne $4 5 million miou'u oc tram- 
frrrrn »n HHS Ucnerat veparrmtmat Managcmc.ii 
runo and awarded ror the cancer ccntci. 

n> a concession to the peer*review process, the 
Senate Appropriations Committee report states. 
"The Committee understands that all federal re- 
search moneys that this Center may obtain will be 
received through the peer review process as directed 
by the National Cancer Act." 
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The Annals of Risk-Free 

Frank Rhodes. President of Cornell University, is 
being celebrated » a self-sacrificing hero by the bat- 
tered and dwindling opponents of Congressional in- 
tervention In the tward of money for academic re- 
search. But dose examination suggests thct bis per- 
formance was unaccompanied by any peril to the 
advantage of his university. 

The continuing resolution that a holiday-bound 
Congress hurriedly passed on December 19 con- 
tained numerous Pentagon-financed goodies for aca- 
deme. IncIudingSlO million for computer projects at 
Cornell. 

Upon hearing of this, Rhodes, who has spoken out 
against such Congressional earmarking, issued a 
statement in the best obufuscatory tradition "A Foggy 
Bottom communiques: 

. . . Cornell respects the responsibility of Congress to 
setpnomies in b.x»d policy areis such at access ^super- 
computers and rcstonng US leadership in supercomputer 
technology. The University attaches equal importance to 
the mem review process used by funding agenees toweled 
specific projects for support. 



Heroics: The Cornell Case 

Cornell will not accep. funding a wares which bypass 
normal review procedures. We are told that (the amend- 
ment containing the funds] was intended to help restore US 
leadership in supercomputer technology, a purpose we 
fully support, and was not intended to circumvent such 
merit review. The University did not develop or support 
any initiative intended to bypass merit review. 

Rhodes' statement drew a lot of praise, typical of 
which was the plaudit of Robert Roseruweig, Presi- 
dent of the Assocation of American Universities, 
who told Science that "It was an extraordinarily diffi- 
cult and principled act." 

However, the reality of the situation is that, to the 
extent that the Pentagon employs "merit review" on 
such matters, Cornell starts out very far ahead. The 
funds are for continuing the work that's been under- 
way for about 5 years between Cornell and Floating 
Point Systems, a computer manufacturer in On;gon, 
whose senior Senator, Mark Hatfield, Chairtran of 
the Appropriations Committee, introduced the 
amendment that contained the money for Cornell 

The chance of Cornell not getting- the morey is 
dose to non-existent. 



Appropriations (Continued from page 6) 
1985 

IndanaU.. $6 million, education center. Dept of Ed 

Dartmouth College, SIS million, construction, relation 
of engineenng school facilities. Dept of Commerce. EDA 

Drake U. School of Law. S4 million, facilities, etc . for 
clinical legal services program. Dept. of Justice 

Oregon Health Sciences U.. S10 million, building rehabili- 
tation, HHS 

Tufts U., $500,000. Chinese-American student exchange 
program. HHS 

U. of Kansas. $200,000. re mote- sensing research. Dept. of 
Agriculture, Cooperative State Research Service (CSRS) 

U. of Kansas , S9 million , human developme n t center. Dept. 
of Ed. 

U. of N. Dakota. $4 million, energy research center. Dept 
of Energy 

U. of N. Dakota. $4 million, aviation sciences cumculum. 
Federal Aviation Administration 

Florida Memorial College. $3 million, aviation sciences. 
FAA 

Delta State U.. $2.3 million, FAA 

Loyota U. Law School, $4 million, poverty law center. 
Dept. of Justice 

Mississippi State U , $6 million, center for aquaculture re 
search. Dept. of Agriculture. CSRS 

Tutane U., $6 nvilion. energy and biomedical technology 
center. Dept. of Energy 

Brown U.. $5 million, information '--hnotogy demonstra- 
tion center. Dept. of Energy 

Atlanta U.. $4 5 million, science and technology center. 
Dept. of Energy 

U. of Alabama. $8 million, energy and mineral research 
center. Dept of Energy 



Syracuse U.. $12 million, computer research. DoD continu- 
ing resolution for FY 1986. which aho included fundi for the 
following: 

Oklahoma State U.. Si million, unspecified research 
U. of Nevada. Las Vegas. $3.5 million, computer research 
center 

Northeastern U..S13 5 mi llion.engineenng research center 
Rochester Inst, of Technology. $11 million, microelectron- 
ics engineering and imaging sciences 
Wichita State U.. $5 million, aviation research 
U. of Kansas. $2 million, neurotoxin research 
Iowa State U.. $6 5 million, unspecified research 
Oregon Graduate Center. $1 million, advanced semicon- 
ductor research 
Cornell U.. $10 million, computer basic researcn 
Syracuse U.. $12 milli on, computer research 

"Scientist" Partners Split 

The latest word about The Scientist, the national set' 
ence newspaper originally planned as a joint venture by 
the Philadelphia-based Institute for Scientific Informa- 
tion and the British weekly Economist The Econotr. Jt 
has pulled out. but IS1 President Eugene Garfield tells 
SGR that he's going ahead with the venture. 

Meanwhile. Garfield and his firm face a cml tnal in 
Federal District Court in Philadelphia on January 21 in a 
suit brought by a California company alleging piracy of 
computer software: and criminal charges are under in- 
vestigation by a federal grand jury (SGR Vol. XV. No. 
19.) 

Garfield sa>s he still plans to headquarter the paper in 
Washington. DC. and expecu the first :«ue to be out 
"in late spring " 
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Pork-Barrel Rout: Senate Rejects $80Million Grab 



Id a legislative battle thit may be the turning point of 
academic pork-barrel politics, the Senate on June 6 
wiped out $80 million worth of campus projects that 
solicitous colleagues sought to finance by tapping into 
the Pentagon budget! When the final vote was taken, 
around 1:30 a.m., the projects, slated for 10 unrversi* 
ties, were voted down, 58*40. 

The decisive anti-pork vote r ep r es ents in impressive 
come-back victory by lobbyists for institutions that have 
long commanded huge slices of federal funds under the 
so-called peer.revicwed merit system. Now melded into 
a well-oil eu lobbying machine, the "haves" and their 
allies bombarded the Senate with chilling warnings of 
danger for American science if local cow colleges and 
their urban counterparts are giVen a political boost into 
the charmed ranks of permanent beneficiaries of federal 
research spending. The absence of only 2 Senators from 
the wee-hour proceedings certifies a broad interest in 
the subject. 

The danger warnings, directed to strategically placed 
Senators, were dispatched by Frank Press, President of 
the National Academy of Sciences; John P. McTague, 



then Acting White House Science Adviser; William D. 
Carey, Executive Offic : of the American Association 
for the Advancement of Science; Sidney Drell, Presi- 
dent of the American Physical Society; Robert L. CIo- 
dious, President of the National Association of State 
Universities and Land Grant Colleges, and, the quarter- 
back of the pork-barrel rout, Robert M. Rosenzweig, 
President of the Association of American Universities, 
the 50-institution Washington-based trade association 
for big research universities. 

Defense Secretary Caspar Weinberger joined in with 
a letter lauding the "competitive process" as essentia] 
for maintaining the scientific underpinnings of national 
security. 

The debate got underway with Senator John C. Din- 
forth (R-Mo.) introducing an amendment to eliminate 
the earmarked university expenditures from the won- 
derfully utled Urgent Supplemental Appropnations 
BQl, a non-urgent catchall of odds and ends for which 
money is scught late in the fiscal year. The issue is one 
of merit and competition for spending of research dol- 
(Continued on page 4) 



Adviser 

(Continued from page 2) 

mended by Edward Teller, he arrived in the White House 
job in April 1981 , 5th or 6th choice for a post rejected by 
those who were initially sought, and after most of the 
/4niim$tration was already in place. Having spent most 
of his career at the Los Alamos National Laboratory as a 
working researcher, Keyworth wasn't known in Washing- 
ton policy circles. He quickly signed on as ally and help- 
mate of Ed Meese, the President's righthand man under 
one title or another, and thus was able to thrive in the 
White House snakepit. Not long after Meese left to be- 
come Attorney General, Keyworth resigned to set up his 
own consulting business. 

Some of Washington's resident science-policy aficio- 
nados now nostalgically look back to the good old days 
when "Jay" Keyworth was there to attend to the needs 
o* science and fend off the Reaganite cranks who 
yearned to staff the research agencies with their kind of 
people. To the astonishment of the liberal academic 
scientists who initially derided him as inappropriate for 
what they reg xded as science's chief emissary to the 
presidency, Keyworth delivered the budgets they 
sought for basic research. Though grudgingly, they had 
o admit he was a high performer in that regard. 

A couple of billion more for university science wu 
simple enough for the Reagan Administration to shell 
out, since it liked the argument that the science wis 



good for industry and defense. What it also wanted, and 
got, out of the Keyvorth OSTP apparatus was cheer* 
leading for defense and especially for the Strategic De- 
fense Initiative, in each and every of its crackpot permu- 
tations since Reagan first announced it in March 1983. 
Keyworth never hesitated on those subjects, or in par* 
roting the Administration's seamy depictions of the 
press as disloyal to basic American interests. 

What can be expected of Graham as White House 
Science Adviser? His enthusiasm for armaments is 
fcnown to his employers, but it's doubtful that they need 
his help to promote the cause. In regard to support of 
science, the major pending issue is a push to shift a bit 
more of federal RAD expenditures toward basic re- 
search in universities (SGR Vol. XVI, No. 10). Recom. 
mended by a panel headed by David Packard, of Hew- 
lett-Packard, and D. Allan Bromley, of Yale, the pro- 
posal needs a lot of hard and influential lobbying if it's to 
show up in the next federal budget. For that kind of 
task, the White House Science Adviser can indeed be 
useful, if he's accepted by the President's important 
staff associates. 

»tts premature to judge how Graham will fit into the 
picture. As for his credentials for the job, when one 
former White House Science Ajviser from a long-ago 
Administration was asked by SOR if he considered Gra- 
ham up to the standard of previous presidential Science 
Advisers, he replied, "No one has ever been up to the 
standard of the previous Adviser."— DSG 
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• • • Earmarking Is an Old Habit, Stevens Points Out 



10 Blocked from the Trough 

That art the schools whose earmarked funds for 
the a rrent fiscal year were eliminated by the Senate. 
The table shows tht most recently appropriated funds 
for their projects, In fiscal 1984, and the amounts 
sought In a supplemental appropriations bill. 
• 

Actual in Proposed for 





1984 


1986 


Iowa Sutc 


$156,000 


$6,500,000 


U of Nevada. Las Vegas 


0 


3.500.000 


Wichita State 


0 


5,000,000 


U of Kansas 


877.000 


2.000,000 


Northeast era 


2.200.000 


13.500.000 


Oregon Grad Center 


7,500.000 


1.000,000 


Oklahoma State 


2,877,000 


1,000 COu 


Syracuse 


405.000 


12*000.000 


Rochester Inst, of Tech 


310.000 


11.100.000 


Arizona Sute 


1.053.000 


25.000,000 



(Continued from page 3) 

Ian," be said, "or instead whether research dollars 
should be spent by the Appropriations Committee 
frankly on the basis of political logrolling." Danforth 
added that "This process of earmarking research money 
b strongly oppposed both by the Administration and by 
the acadeuk and scientific community." 

Danforth then noted that Senator Ted Stevens (R* 
Alaska), who was championing the appropriations, had 
prepared a list to make the point, as Danforth put it, 
"that this is nothing new, to earmark some money for 
specific universities in an appropriation bill.'* Reading 
from Stevens' list, Danforth said that such funds had 
risen from $3 million in 1982 to $137 million last year. 
"It has become something of a trend," he said, "for 
university presidents, at least some of them, to come to 
Congress and to ask us for specific money for research." 
This was the time to reverse the trend, Danforth argued. 

Senator Stevens responded that earmarking research 
money for specific Institutions was an ancient practice 
that had in recent yean benefited the following institu* 
tions, according to a list prepared for him by the Con* 
gressional Research Service: 

Baylor, Bostoa College, Boston University, USC, Catholic 
University, College of American Samoa, Columbia Uoiversl* 
ty, horida Sutc, Gatlaodet, Hampshire College, Iowa Sute, 
Iowa University, MTT, Mississippi State, NYU. North Dakou 
State. Oregon Hearth Sciences. Oregon SUtc, Pennsylvania 
Sute. Purdue, St Paul Vocationil Technical Institute, Seattle 
Community Central College, SUNY, Tan Tech. Tufts. UC 
Davis, UCLA, University of Connecticut, University of the 
District of Colombia , University of Hawaii , University of Mb- 
souri. University of New Hampshire, University of Oregon, 
University of Rochester, and West Virginia University, 

Noting that the funds for these institutions had come 
out of non-defense appropriations without arousing se- 
rious opposition in Congress, Senator Stevens said that 
"those of you have already gotten money on a non-peer* 
review bads, I ask you in fairness, why should we not 
use a notvpterceview basis for defense research mon- 
ey?" S torus carefully pointed out that bis own sute 
was not among the beneficiaries of the bill under consid- 
eration, and he added that after this batch got through, 
the Congress could set a firm rule against any more 
earmarked items for academic R&D. 

The futility of expecting Congress to take the pledge 
was then addressed by Senator Jeff Bingaman (D New 
Mexico), who noted that the Appropriations Commit 
tee, which bad sanctioned the earmarked items, had 
Simultaneously issue a sutement barring any more 
items that hadn't received peerreviewed approval. 
**But unfortunately," said Bingaman, "you turn the 
next page in the Committee's report and there you find 
the Committee recommending $25 jnilhon for a Science 



and Engineering Center *t Arizona State University 
again without this project being subjected to compeii 
uvc, merit-based contracting procedures." 

Senator Jim Sasser (D-Tenn.) denounced the ear- 
marked items as "the effort by some universities in some 
states to gain firnmaal advanuge at the expense of uni- 
versities in other sutes." Sasser then attested to the 
innocent purity of institutions in his home sute; "Frank- 
ly, when I heard about the effort being made by some of 
my colleagues to secure university defense research for 
universities in tteir stales by going around the regular 
peer-review process, 1 took it upon myself to call the 
universities in Tennessee and ask them if there were 
projects they wanted funded in similar ways. But every 
university I discussed this with in my sute said absolute- 
ly not." 

To the defense of pork-barreling came Senator Den- 
nis DeCondni (D-Anz.). who stated that "Over 50 per 
cent of the federal research money goes to 16 states 
every year .... We have a right to compete," said 
DeCononi, "We cannot compete. I am proud of my 
Arizona State Universiry and the science and engineer- 
ing technology center they have proposed, but they 
have done it without any federal help so far because it all 
goes to the elite eastern or California high-tech schools 
It is time we called a stop to that. We are talking about 
peer-review. Well, let us make peer review equiUble, 
not just of the ( lite." • 

The hour was late, and the Senate was weary, which 
may account for expressions of puzzlement by Senator 
(Continued on page S) 
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Foreign Engineers: Dispute Rising on Wages, Entry 



The small but growing ranks of non-dxixen cngi> 
neers in the US workforce Is becoming a bitter issue in 
professional engineering societies es an increasing 
number of members argue that the societies are in 
collusion with industrial employers seeking rtladvely 
cheap help. One of the frankest statements on this 
topic to come out of a major engineering society was 
issued recently by the Board on Issues Management of 
the Anencan Society of Mechanical Engineers 
(ASME). Following are excerpts. 

, . . considering the controversy and emotion tux* 
rounding the topic [of foreign engineers], it b not 
turprising that the ASME and other engineering 
groups have been cautious In their approach to this 
issue. 

Toe Committee of Concerned EEs (CCEE), a 
group of Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engi* 
neers members unhappy with the IEEE's treatment 
of the "'working engineer," has been a leader in pub- 
licizing abuses under the current immigration law. 
Headed by Irwin Feerst, an independent consulting 
engineer, the CCEE has made this Issue its focal 
point and many credit this group's tenacity for 
IEEE's recent shift in stance on this issue. Mr. Feerst 
is a long-time critic of the "old -line" engineering 
societies, and ASME has received its share of con- 
demnation for being a society run "by and for corpo- 
rate executives and the professors" which fails to sec 
this threat to its members. 

Another vocal critic of US immigration policy and rts 
impact on engineering employment b the American 



Senate 

(Continued from pete 4) 

Russell B. Long (D»La.). "Am I to understand,** he 
asked, -that this b a situation— which ts certainly with- 
out my knowledge— where Uie Congress said that we 
are not going to have any say about who gets this mon* 
ey? Are we going to have some peers decide who gets 
the money? Is that what b involved here?** Long ashed, 
with obvious disbelief. 

In response, Sasscr reared the presumed virtues of 
peer review, to which Long replied. "Trie way it was 
explained to me by someone from my part of the coue 
try is that to get the money by this peer review, it helps 
to be a peer, one of the group.** Long added that **I 
would rather depend on my colleague on the Appropri- 
ations Committee than on one of those peers/ and he 
recalled that the late Senator Robert Kerr of Oklahoma 
used to say "that he was against any combine he was not 
in on.*' 



Engineering Association (AEA), a group . . com- 
prised mainly of contract engineers. TcstiSng [in Con- 
gress last year], the AEA accused "the tame people 
who argue for restraints on foreign competition*' as 
being the ones who "are importing foreign engineers as 
fast as they can process the paperwork**. . . . 

There b a perception among some engineers, In* 
dudiag ASMF members, that companies are arcum* 
venting US immigration law by illegally recruiting 
foreign engineers and paying them less than prevail* 
ing wages. There b no bard evidence, however, as to 
the n unber of jobs involved. Based on the available 
information, it b impossible to conclude that this 
type of hiring b common practice in the US, 

Certainly some companies are guilty of abusing the 
laws that govern the entry of foreign engineers into 
the United States. The Institute of Electrical and 
Electronics Engineers has initiated a program to help 
document the illegal hiring of foreign engineers. An 
increased awareness among engineers about the po- 
tential for abese in the Immigration and labor Trtifi' 
cation processes as well as more diligent monitoring 
of inspect hiring practices will go a long way towards 
protecting the rights of all engineers. 

(The ASME Issue Brief, -Foreign Engineers in the 
United Stales: Perception and Reality** (5 paf**)* 
also indudft some of the statistical data available on 
the subject, as well as analytical text. Copies are 
available without charge from ASME, Board on Is- 
sues Management, 1823 K St. NW. Washington. DC 
20006; tel. 202/785-3756.) 



Summing up, Long said that -those universities get* 
ting the money have a habit of continuing to get the 
money, and those who have not been *e aim the money, 
seem to have a way of continuing not to get money ** 

Playing a duet with Long, DeCondnl said, "One look 
at the universities that received the research money 
shows that beyond a shadow of doubt that unless your 
university b on the cast or west coast, you arc picking up 
the crumbs, u anything, of any Federal research dol- 
lars.*' 

Dcconcini pointed out that "some of our most critical 
national laboratories and research centers have budgets 
totaling hundreds of millions of dollars that are not 
subject to peer review M He then listed big federally 
financed research centers whose operations are con- 
tracted to universities or academic consortium* "The 
University of California Lawrence Laboratories. $690 
million, the University of California Los Alamos Sdcn 
uficLab. S424 million, Caltech Jet Propulsion Lab S554 
(Continued on page 6) 
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Pentagon Plans a Big Think Tank to Advise SDI 



Plans for a think tank of its own for the Strategic 
Defense Initiative— with a staff of 100-200 and a 
budget of S20-S30 mlMon a year— nave received a 
skeptical review In an analysis prepared for two 
doubting Democratic Senators by the library of 
Congress. 

Alter receiving the analyris, (be Senators, Wftiam 
Proxmire, of Wisconsin, and Paul Simon, of Illinois, 
said they would try to block the Pentagon's plans to 
launch the Strategic Defense Initiative Institute 
(SDII). In the aggressive spirit that has generally 
characterized the Star Wan operation. DOD is plan- 
ning to finance the venture without Congressional 
approval by repcogranuning already appropriated 
funds. 

* V. Library's review conveys the impression that 
the proposed SDII has been designed from the start 
to serve as cheerleader for SDI, rather than in the 
idealized think»tank role of brotherly Uit independ- 
ent critic The Adminstration's haiillnc strategic 
zealots bav* seen to it that fc* H these frve-floaung 
research centers actually remain aloof and independ- 
ent, nonetheless, tome pretenses are maintained. 
But not so in the case of SDI*s proposed Institute 

The analysis, prepared in the Science Policy Re- 
search Division of the library 'a Congressional Re- 
search Service, notes that It ia no* (original italics) 
DOD's intention to establish any organization that is 



Senate 

(Continued from pep 5) 

milCon; Stanford linear Accelerator Laboratory, $137 
minion, MIT Lincoln Laboratory, S255 million, Prince- 
too Plasma Phytks laboratory, $132 null Inn, rad 
Brookhaven National Laboratory, $173 nulhco. 

"I feel like a real piker here tonight.** DcConcuu said, 
"because I'm asking for $25 million ... for a center at 
Arizona State University.** 

The debate was then Joined by Senator Lowell P. 
VYeJcker Jr. (R-Conn.). who, lovingly presiding over 
the NIH budget, routinely chastises the NIH manage- 
ment for not seeking more mc^ey. Acknowledging the 
value of peer review, Wekxer said that peer review 
should not be enthroned as the ultimate device for dis- 
tributing federal research money. If it is, he said, "then 
there is not much point in having an Appropriation; 
Committee or indeed to act as a US Senator." 

Wcickct added that "considering the sialic ' onon- 
ties in this nation, nothing delights me more u • when 
every one of you interest yourself in a university *n « a 
cancer center. The priori ^cs are so out of whack. I mean 



unsympathetic lo the vision behind SDI; rather it is 
DOD's intention to establish an organization that is 
unbiased in its evaluation of which technologies ind 
system concepts are best suited to meet SI/ >bjcc- 
tives.*' 

The Pentagon hasn't Identified the promoters of 
the SDI Institute, but SGR understands that the key 
figures are Edward Teller, who led the sales team 
that sold SDI to the White House in 1983, and Simon 
Ramo, a founder of TRW Inc., who has served as an 
adviser tu the Reagan Administration. The contract 
for the Institute is to be awarded without competi- 
tion, the analysis states. 

The authors of the analysis, Cosmo DIMaggio and 
Michael E. Davey. express doubt in their report that 
the Institute would be able **to acquire all of the top 
personnel required to adequately perform all of the 
stated functions.** They coupled that concern with 
speculation that the institute, even with inadequate 
staffing, might "exert undue influence over progra-n 
policy decisions.** 

Tho Defense Department says it plans to locate the 
Institute in the Washington. DC, area and have it in 
operation by September 30. Senator Proxmire, a 
member of Appropriations Committee, says he plans 
to block any expenditure of funds for a Star Wars 
think tank. With the Gnmm-Rudman spirit raging 
on Capitol Kill, this as a poor time for new ventures 



this fellow controls almost all the money in the budget 
for defense and it Is hard to get anybody excited about 
the business of life, whether it is knowledge, science, or 
whatever.** 

The arguments rxnt back and forth for another 20 
minutes. When the vot: was taken, the earmarked pro- 
jects were eliminated by a comfortable margin of 18 
votes. The projects, however, are down but not out. 
Tlrcy survive In the House version of the bill, and there 
fore might be there when a final bill is enacted. But the 
Senate debate and vote demonstrated the power that 
the well-heeled institutions can mobilize to keep their 
privileged place in the distribution of federal research 
funds. 

The dosage of hypocritical chuepch that they 
brought to the issue is astonishing. Defense Secretary 
Weinberger's adulation of compeuboo and peer pre 
view comes just as be ts setting up a major think tank for 
the Strategic Defense Initiative— on a non -competitive 
basis (See Box). And where are peer review and compe 
uuon in the 186 million that the National Academ, of 
Sciences is receiving this year from federal agencies * u 
studies of one sort or ino'her 7 
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Law-makers 5 Pet Projects Add $19.9-Million 
to Cost of Extending College-Aid Programs 

They range from $250,C00 each for 4 uistilulions to $6^rniIIion for Bethuue Coolunan 
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ByROttNWlUON 

WASMtNCTON 

Pressure v. reduce the federal deftest 
forced Kouc and Scute negotiators to 
hold dawn Om overall price Og of legisle- 
oontocstead trade* oid Mid other coOete 
prccrsms (a iHc Higher EoOcation Act of 
1*63. But when k om to bring** *<*M 
A* bacon for their constituents, bw 
aw'. *n m*M«rd to lard the bO writ m3- 
now of doRan toe coOcses In the* dis- 
tricts. 

CocwkrTVcorit^UaafTrortdVr 
the H«h beswded SO-mOuoa for mm 
special campus projects, the Senate passed 
• MMM without mt. By the MM ietjoU- 

utort and agreed tot wal eomprocabe. tM 
Hi aad J ll»«uttoa for I) eecjecu. 

The projecta hi Um w pfOM M W— 
which b kw pending in tM House Md 
S caattw ange (ino« J2.'0.CCO grants to 
fear coBcgcs 10 S4t2-mSoa to het> con- 
fovct • ant-arts complex at Bcthun* 
CocAmta Coficgc. 

Hawse Ucakn Called Tift* A* 

The llSM Of cannafting MMJ for Spe* 
CW projects w»| OM Of IM MOM COnte*- 

uout tto* members of the eeWertMe eo«« 
mim had to consider . Stuu aider called 
Hon* Mtnttn "ptttiiV for laitUBg tpe- 
dal project! b Oc bit, Repmenutmi 
chided Senators for aUcUng im Hmm 
projects waSe attaching OmIt ©w» pet proj- 
ects Mot her pfcroc/kgfsbuon. 

KihtMAKWOi kWybt l ibo tot into 
Om tVbnle. ceanpbtmaf, IbthwM —fair 
lo cireurt moexy lot ce&rttl ur*i*y be- 
cum 0m7 happen (OM b tM distnCi of 
Mucatm) members of Conptss. They er* 
gyrd Out colleges t*aM tubaui procouh 
for Mbf Om nvney Md * peer-review P*«* 
d should decide ***cb proposals irt be«. 

They JO* »OCM MpfOrt among tM U w- 

makers— — My tax who Md been kft 

OUtpftM Spoils. 

On tM&oal day of im conference com- 
CotiUmti <m Pair 27. Co/r-w / 



THE HIGHER-EDUCATION PORK BARREL 

Special Campus Projecta Prcpo«cd bj Hook Coafcrets 

• $254,000 Tor e»ch oT focr protf»fl» to reduce the h«Mc>«no1 dropout 
nuc. to Comptoo Community CoNffc. MetropoRUa Commumty Col- 
lc|e, Community Coikjeof Vcrmoftt.ind Wayne County Community 
CoOcce (propoied by Rep. Merry* M, OymaUy. Democnl ofOlifor- 
na. beoefttioi eoDCfCf m W$ own nuc md (he jtua of fellow confer- 
« j Rep. E- Tfcorou Cokrran. RtpcbUcin of Mitiocn RcpJ&mesM. 
Jttfordj. Republican of Vcrrooot; u>d Rep WtllomD Ford. Demo- 
crat of Kkbgia). 

• Sl-millloa for the rtnoYilion of a buOdtcf tl Eastern Michittn UnK 
rmity (supported by Representative Ford}. 

• $2>niIUoa Tor a program to instruct piled and talented hifh-schooi 
students at the University of Lowtfl (by Rep. Cbettcr G Atkins. 
Democrat of Massachusetts). 

• tt-millba to help establish the Wagner Insutute of Urban Public 
Policy at the Oly Univeruty of New York (by Rep Mano BU«i. 
Democrat of Nrv York). 

• 1514,000 for tha renovation of a donmtc<7 « Shaw University (by 
Representative DymaSy. who is interested m the hittoocally black 
coQege even though it is not in his state). 

»)!^«ilkoa for the construction of a health-education bc&tr at 
Rochester Institute of Technc4oty(m behalf of Rep Sd«oO Come. 
Democru of Masaacbuutts. who b interested in tM institute even 
though it is not in hu state). 

Jp*cbi CtayM Project* Proposed by Senate Conferees 

• S&S-ailUoa to help construct a fine-arts complex at Bethuoc Cook- 
man College (supported by Sen, Pauls Hawkins. Republican of Flori- 
da). 

• 52.7-eniUioa to help Boston College repay money it borrowed to build 
a library named after House Speaker Thomas P. (Tip) O'Neill, it (by 
Sen. Edward M. Kennedy. Democrat of Massachusetts) 

• S I .S-aHllon for a bio-bcha vtoral research facility at the U niversi ty of 
Connecticut at Stem Iby Sen. Christopher J. Dodd. Democrat of 
Connecticut). 

• $500,000 to help establish a doctoral program in busir '<* administra- 
tion at the University of Rhode htand Or Sen. Claibc ie Pell. Demo- 
crat of Rhode Island). 



hhiyho&y Listening? Aspirants to Fla. Education Post Woo Voters 



If CAROLYN J UOOMY 

Ta14>KASSU« PtA. 
It's tot easy ten be FfondbM fired up 
over wIm saowld be ekeied the state s Mil 
education eemntssbMr * 
Kavenbcr, 

Wkk to ahkH luemton 
focused oa drug dealers, 
bumtraiion. spcetacubr 
popuoiion growta. and a 
U.S Senate race Ail bas 
captured the natMoal spot- 
I k}>t al yea/, most Flood' 
I bftt area's caactiy tatlmg 
I about tae education com- 
tmsttoner*! campaiea btbc supermarket!. 

But tbey shouM be. say three candidates 
tcetMM Um cae#«et4ertl job In cm actl 
few weeks, the three— « itaic senator, a 




former wuverufy preside at. and a KbcH- 
tcaet>kr>-wil be campaigning harder than 
ever to convince voters that education (s 
cruewt to Florida'! future. 

TM Republican nominee wtl be deter- 
m*ed b a runoff aext week between two 
cf the candidates 

Teaching in AH 17 Counties 

Like any politicians, tM candidates 
have rebed heavily on creative campaign- 
ing to take their message from the state 
capital here near the Ceoreb border to the 
nbbon of highway that suttcMs aerou the 
Florida keys hundreds of mies to the 
south 

One cardidatc has vowed to teach in a 
public school or coUctc m each of Floo- 
ds'! 67 counties <al of bit week. sM had 



made it to St) Another candidate draped 
huge banners kiwi two oU school buses 
and organized volunteers to dnre them up 
art down Ftonda't coauCnes A hasdi« 
capped state representative who was ebmt- 
aated in the Democratic prwnsry earlier 
tab month rolled his wheekhair from one 
end of the state to tM other, town more 
than 1 .000 mttc! and pkmy of media alien- 
boa 

M Kow yoo get people ftred up.' says 
Stan Marshall, one of the two Republican 
candidates, "is to start tafkmg about the 
quality of the schools am) the better life we 
could all be kathfig " 

Says State Se~ Betty Castor, the Demo- 
cratic candidate and front runner. I think 
tM largest constituency m ihe state n for 
ConMutd on Faiia* mg '** ' 
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' ItqwIWMiJlX 10 n« Uttmm-Kud- 
nan-HoCing! deficit -redact ion Uw. 

Brace M. Games, Deputy Under 
Secrcury of Education, said the Ad- 
tahttttmlott bad proposed to cut uu- 
dem-ud progr am s because "their 
importance wis outweighed" by the 
oeed fx drug education. 

Money for College* la Hons* Bin 
While nearly all of the money fa 
the President's package would to to 
schools, about $J5-m£aioG of the 
$330-m2Iioo approved by the House 
would so to colleges to develop pro- 
grams for instructing schoolteachen 
aod community leaden ia drug- 
abuse prevention. CoBejts and uni- 



HA proposal for people caught sell* 
bt or manufacturing drugs near cam- 
puses* 

CoDegc officials said but week that 
the increased penalties could bdp the 
enforcement efforts, but they said 
campus security officers were al- 
ready dotes their best to keep drugs 
away from campuses. 

"Most universities and colleges 
are oa top of the problem," said 
Charles E. Lamb, director of public 
safety at Georgetown University 
"Probably in Ute past 10 years we've 
done better than cities, towns, and 
states because we are doser-knit 
communities. We know what's going 
on oq campus." — aosm wxlson 



Pet Projects Add $19.9-Million to Cost 
of Extending College-Aid Programs 



Combated fiom Part 19 
mtttee's meetings. Rep. Steve Gun- 
derson. Republican of Wisconsin, 
said there should be a nationwide 
competition for the funds, sod 
warned the negotiators they would 
"send the signal that an of us can 
offer a project from now on and 
we're going to get it tu." 

Mr. Gundersoo called for a roll- 
call vote on the proj^ts. an unusual 
occurrence during debate by a con- 
ference committee, even though he 
knew he would lose. There were, af- 
ter til. pet projects included for the 
states of both the Democrat and Re- 
publican leaders of the House Post- 
secondary Education Subcommittee. 

He was right. The House confer- 
ees voted 16 to 4 for the projects; 
Senate negotiators did not take a 
public vote. 

Many of the other negotiators 
spent their time penuiA eg each eth- 
er that adding money for the projects 
was a good idea. 

"Many of these programs are com- 
pletely consistent with the thrust of 
the legislation," said Sen. Edward 
M. Kennedy. Democrat of Massa- 
chusetts. Indeed, he made approval 
of the projects one of his top priori* 
ties. Before the conference commit- 
tee considered the special projects. 
Senator Kennedy bad participated in 
debate on only one other program 
during 11 days of negotiations— a pi- 
tot project to provide child care for 
tow-income students. 

But he then showed up two days in 
a row to try to persuade his col- 
leagues to approve money for a li- 
brary at Boston College, to be named 
after retiring House Speaker Thomas 
P. (Tip) O'Neill, Jr.. and for a tele- 
communications network that would 
be developed by the University of 
Massachusetts and Boston Universi- 
ty and serve other Massachusetts in- 
stitutions. 

Mr. Kennedy acknowledged that 



the special projects in the legislation 
"allegedly have a bad name" be- 
cause they are in the home states and 
Congressioaal districts of the negoti- 
ators, "But they are very effective 
projects,'* he said. 

The conferees eventually told Sen- 
ator Kennedy he could only have 
one. As of last week, be was leaning 
toward the Boston College project. 

Rep. William p. Ford, the Michi- 
gan Democrat whose state would be 
borne to two of the special projects, 
said the higher-education btD was 
precisely where they belonged. 

A Favor for Rep. Conte 

"This is really what this committee 
ought to be doing but it can V he 
said. That's because authorizing 
committees— lie the ones writing 
the Higher Education Act exten- 
sioo— can permit spending on partic- 
ular projects but it is the Congres- 
sional appropriations committees 
that actually dole out the money. As 
a result. Appropriations Committee 
members often end up allocating 
money for their own special projects 
that haven't been approved by the 
authoring committees. "They get 
to pass out the pork." complained 
Mr. Ford. 

The negotiators have the word of 
Appropriations Committee members 
that money will be included next year 
for their special projects— assuming 
the Ml is signed into law. But they 
didn't earn that assurance without re- 
tuning a favor Their bill includes 
money for a heal tl -education facility 
at kochester InsMute of Technol- 
ogy, which happens ro be of special 
interest to Rep. Sdvo 0. Com* of 
Massachusetts, the ranking Republi- 
can member of the House Appropria- 
tions Committee— even though it's 
not located in his state. 

"Nobody wants Mr Conte to be 
upset, because he has a tot of pow- 
er." explained a Congressional aide 



eligible to receive at least $200. 



Central 
Eligibility 
for Student 
Aid 



Recipients must maintain "satisfactory" aca- 
demic progress, as determined by campus of- 
ficials. 



Institutional J220-mflitoa is authorized to improve tea- 
Aid domic quality and institutional management 
at develop* eg institutions, with 30 per cent 
earmarked for community colleges and at 
least $27-minion for historically black cot- 
leges. 

An additional J50-m31ion is authorized for 
grams to help colleges build endowments. 



Graduate Grants are provided to universities to im- 
Edacatloa prove graduate programs. Fellowships are 
provided to low-income minority students 
and to students in the humanities and social 
sciences. Grants are authorized for projects 
to counsel and train disadvantaged students 
who plan to apply to law schools and for 
clinical programs for taw students. 



Teacher Scholarships are authorized for high-school 

Training students who prou&c to enter teaching. Sti- 
pends are authorized for outstanding teach- 
ers who take sabbaticals to work on projects 
that upgrade their professional skills. 

Adult and Grants are authorized to states to finance in- 
Continuing novative projects for adult students. National 
Edocatioa Advisory Council on Continuing Education 
oversees projects related to adult education. 



Grants and tow-interest loans are authorized 
for construction and renovation of academic 
facifalies. 



Community Gran's are authorized for urban universities 
Development to help solve the problems of the areas tn 
which their campuses are located 



Miscellany No equivalent provisions. 



SS 6-billion appreciated tor fiscal 
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ABSTRACT 



Colleges and universities generally apply to Federal agencies to receive 
funding through grants and contracts for construction, research and developaent . 
However, a nuaber of institutions of higher education have been specifically 
designated to receive Federal funds through appropriations laws. This report 
provides a listing and specific citation for each individual college and uni- 
versity, the appropriations act providing funding, the aaount of funding and 
the specific purpose of funding given to each institution, froa the 96th Con- 
gresa through the 99th Congress. 
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APPROPRIATION ENACTED POR SPECIFIC COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES 
BY THE 96TH THROUGH THE 99TH CONGRESSES 

This paper includes information on institutions of higher education that 
have been specifically designated to receive Federal funds In the fora of either 
grants or loans through annual appropriations acts, Including all regular appro- 
priations bills, supplemental appropriations acts, and continuing appropriations 
resolutions that were enacted during the 96th through the 99th Congresses* 

The paper contains a list of the specific universities that received direct 
appropriations, the public law which appropriated the funding, or reference to 
the House or Senate report, and the anount of funding appropriated* Given the 
complex nature of identifying specific college and university appropriations, 
the resulting list should not be considered exhaustive* 
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APPROPRIATIONS TO SPECIFIC UNIVERSITIES AND COLLEGES 

Generally* colleges and universities apply directly to Federal agencies for 
grants snd contracts for construction, facilities improvement, and research and 
developaent (primarily science and technology-related research). These are 
avarded on a competitive basis through applications made and approved under for- 
mal guidelines and regulations, which implement apeclflc Federal statutes. How- 
ever, s number of colleges and universities have pursued funding outside of the 
usual application and award procedures by attempting to obtain a specific appro- 
priation for their own Individual Institution, 

Tne listings on the following pages are a result of computerized and manual 
searches through appropriations bills acted on In the 96th through the 99th Con- 
gresses, accompanying Rouse and Senate reports, conference reports and final 
public laws. Part of this research effort relied on a computerized legislative- 
information data base maintained by CRS, 1/ Nevertheless, the resulting list 
from taese various efforts should not be considered definitive. Given the size 
of this research effort, the multitude of bills and reports to be considered, 
and the various ways In which these specific appropriations are specified In 
these sources, there may be relevant provisions not yet Identified, The com- 
puterized list has Included such Institutions as Gallaudet snd Howard University 
that have a special relationship to the Federal Government and that have tradi- 
tionally received and relied upon Federal appropriations for their operating 



ZJ The major data base search was provided by Marsha > *ny, Library Serv- 
ices Division, Congressional Research Service, 




44 



CRS-4 



budgets. la addition, the computerised data base does not distinguish between 
those institutions that received specific appropriations through a peer review 
process, those that had no peer review, and those institutions that may be re- 
ceiving a continuation contract or grant which initially did undergo peer 
review* 

It ahould be noted that the computerised search provided several specific 
authorizations of appropriations for institutions in authorization bills. 
Although our coaputer search covered the 96th through the 99th Congresses, 
only those authorisation bills in the 99th Congress were found by the computer* 
References to authorisation bills are listed in the Appendix* 

As the following lists delineate, some universities have been successful in 
their attempts to receive direct appropriations* In the 96th Congress approxi- 
mately 12 institutions received specific appropriations. In the 97th Congress, 
the number of institutions receiving specific appropriations Increased to over 
20* In the 98th Congress the number of Institutions receiving specific appro- 
priations Increased to AO, and by the 99th Congress 60 Institutions received 
specific appropriations (with an additional 20 colleges specified In 
authorisations)* 

The following lists for the 96th through the 99th Congresses provide a de- 
scription of the legislation containing language for specific colleges, delin- 
eate the specific college or university named, and provide the specific funding 
level* There is, in addition, a quick reference jummary table prepared for each 
Congress with the institutions placed in alphabetical order. Included In the 
lists are those Institutions selected through the data base search whether or 
not a specific dollar amount Is shown for each institution* Aiso Included are 
bills for which funding was provided through a continuing appropriations 
resolution. 
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Listing of Colleges end Universities that Received 
Specific Appropriations in the 96th Congress 



CollQg e/Uoi vc rs i t y 



Aaount 



Uv 



Baylor College of Medicine $1,000,000 
Gallaudat College $43,341,000 

$49,768,000 



Howard University 



Navajo Conaunity College 
Ohio State University 



$121,893,000 

$133,983,000 

$900,000 
$5,500,000 



P.L. 96^108, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY80 

P.L* 96-123, Continuing 
appropriations, FY80 
(H*R* 4389, Labor, 
Health, Education and 
Welfare appropriations, 
FY80) 

P»L» 96-536, Continuing 
appropriations, FY81 
(H.R. 7998, Labor, 
Healthy and Hunan Serv- 
ice's appropriations, 
FY81) 

P.L* 96-123, Continuing 
appropriations, FY80 
(H.R* 4389, Labor, 
Health, Education and 
Welfare appropriations, 
FT80) 

P*L* 96-536, Continuing 
appropriations, FY81) 
(H.R. 7998, Labor, 
Health, and Human Serv- 
ices appropriations, 
FY81) 

P.L* 96-126, Interior , 
appropriations, FY80 

P.L. 96-108 Continuing 
appropriations, FY80 
(H*R* 4389, Labor, 
Health, Education and 
Welfare appropriations, 
FY80) 
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LlttiLg of Collages tad Universities that Received 
Specific Appropriations In tha 96nb Congreca— Continued 



College/Onlv?ralty 



Texas Tech Onlverslty 
Tufts Ur.lveriity 



Tuakegce Institute and 
1890 college* 



Onlverslty of Alaska 
Onlveralty of Arkansas 



Onlverslty of the District 
of Coluabla 



Aaount 



Pennsylvania State Onlveralty $1,000,000 



$200,000 
$2,000,000 

$10,453,000 
$17,785,000 
$11, 250,000 
$19,270,000 
$290,000 
$750,000 
$47,611,600 

$333,800 
$60,266,600 



Lav 



P.L* 96-108, Continuing 
appropriation*, FY80 
(H.R. 4389, Labor, 
Health, Education and 
Welfare appropriations, 
FY80) 

P.L. 96-108, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY80 

P.L. y6-l08, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY80 



P.L* 9ft-l08, Agriculture 
approprlatlona, FY80 

P.*. * 96-10S, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY80 

P.L* 96-528, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY81 

P.L. 96-528, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY81 

P.L. 96-108, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY80 

P.L* 96-108, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY80 

P.L* 96-93, District of 
Columbia appropria- 
tions, FY80 

P.L. 96-304, Supplemental 
appropriations, FY80 

P.L. 96-530, District of 
Columbia appropria- 
tions, FY81 
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INDIVIDUAL COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES THAT RECEIVED SPECIFIC 
APPROPRIATIONS IN THE 96TH CONGRESS (FIRST SESSION) 2/ 



P.L. 96-93— District of Columbia Appropriation s, 1980 
(H.R. 4580)' 



• • • allocates $47,611,600 for the University of the District of 

Coluabla instead of $47,115,200 as proposed by the House and 

$48,011,600 as proposed by the Senate, 
(p. 11, H. Rapt. 96-443 (conf .)) 



P.L. 96-108— Agriculture, Rural Development and Related Agencies 
Appropriations, 1980 (H.R. 4387) 



Agricultural Research ! 

$2,000,000 ... for the operation of USDA Human Nutrition Center at 
Tufts University . . . $1,000,000 for Baylor College of Medicine 
(Child Nutrition Lab). 

( Congressional Record (bound). October 31, 1979, p. 30279 quoting 
H. Rept. 96-553 (conf.)) 



Cooperative Research ; 

♦ ♦ . $17,785,000 for payments to the 1890 Colleges and Tuskegce In- 
stitute. — 



Extension Activities : 

. . . $10,453,000 for grants to the 1890 colleges and Tuskegee In- 
stitute. 

(p. 38, S. Rept* 96-246) 



2/ In aost Instances the quotations given for each public law a re froa the 
House or Senate report, or corresponding descriptions from the Congressional 
Record print of such report. Where no specific citation to a report or Congres- 
sional Record reference l s given, the quotation Is from the public law. 
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P.L, 96-108 — Agriculture, Rural Development and Related Agenda* 
Appropriations, 1980 (H.R. 4387) (cont'd) 



Special Grants ; 



• • . $290,000 for a aptclal research grant to Unlveralty of Alaska 
for research on soil snd water conservstlon Issues* 
( Congressional Record (bound). October 24, 1979, p. 29460, quoting 
H. Rept. 96-553 (conf.)) 

♦ • • $750,000 for the establishment of a regional small farm research 
unit . • • to be operated In cooperstlon with the University of 
Arkansas ♦ 

(p* 38, H. Rept. 96-242) ( Congressional Record (bound) October 31, 
1979, p. 30279, quoting conference report, H. Rapt. 96-553) 

. . . $200,000 for FY80 for research on land stress and soli moisture 
conservation st Texas Tech University. 

(p. 38, H. Rept. 96-242) ( Congressional Record (bound) October 24, 
1979, p. 29459, quoting conference report, H. Rept* 96-553) 



P.U 96-123— Continuing Appropriations, 1980 (H.J. Res* 440) 



This set provided authority for funding of the following programs and 
departments: 

H.R. 4389 — Department of Labor, Health, Education and Welfare 



. • . $4,300,000 requested In the budget and Included In the bill for 
health teaching facilities Is required for psyaent of Interest sub- 
sidies on construction loans to five health professions school* — 
(specific school names not mentioned)* 
(p. 61, H. Rept* 96-244) 

• • ♦ $43,341,000 for Csllaudct . 

• . . $121,893,000 for Howard University * 

(p. 97-98, H. Rept. 96-244) (p. 140, s. Rept. 96-247) 



Health Resources Administration : 

. . . $1,000,000 for a Health professions Teaching facility grant for 
the Pennsylvania State Universit y School of Medicine, 
(p* 78, S. Rept. 96-247) * 



Appropriations , 1980 
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Occupation al, Vocational , and Adult Education — Proerasa 0 f National 
Significance! a — — ==■ 

• * * Co«ltt«« dlrecta that at leuat $5,500,000 be allocated to 
the national Center for Vocational Education Reaearch at Ohio State 

UnlTaralty . 

(p. tU, 8. Kept. 96-24?) 



P.L. 96-126— Departaen t of Interior Ai^roprlT f nn, , tfgQ 
(H»R» 4930) 1 



• • • $900,000 for the gavaio Coaaunltv College, 
(p* 38, H. Rapt. 96-374) 
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IKPIVIDOAL COLLECTS AKD UNIVERSITIES THAT RECEIVED SPCCIPlC 
APPROPRIATIONS IH THE 96TH CONCRESS (SSCOKP SESSION) 



?»L» 96-304 -»*Suppleasnt a. 1 Approprlstlons and Rescissions, 1980 
(H>R. 7542)" 



• • • tbt bus of $333,800 la recomended to cover Increased fuel coats 
st the University of the District of Coluabls* 
(p. 25, H. Kept. 96-1149 (con!.)) 



P*L* 96-528— Dcpsrtaent of Agriculture, 1981 (B.R. 7391) 



Extension Activities ; 

• • • esrasrks $11,250,000 for the 1690 Isnd-grant colleges Including 
Tuakagee Institute Instesd of $10,898,000 ss provided by the Bouse snd 
$11,600,000 ss provided by the Senate. 

(p. 13, H* Kept. 96-1319 (conf*)) 

♦ ♦ ♦ esrasrks $19,270,000 for psyaente to 1890 land-gr&nt colleges 
Including Tuskegec for resesrch Instesd of $18,543,000 ss provided by 
the Bouss snd $20 million ** provided by the Senste. 

(p. 13, B. Rept. 96-1519 (conf.)) 



P.L* 96-330 — District of Coluabls Appropriations, 1981 
(B.R. 8061) 

• • . $60,266,600 for the University of the District of Coluabls 
(B. Rept* 96-1477 (conf.)) 
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P.L. 96-536— Continuing Appropriations, 1981 
(H.J* Res. 644) 



The Continu ing Appropriations, 1981 contains funding for Labor, Health and 
Hunan Sarvlces and Education Appropriations, 1981* 

H.R. 7998— Labor. Health and Human Services and Education Appropria- 
tions, 1981 P 

• • • $49,768,000 ♦ ♦ ♦ Callaudet • 

• • • $133, 98 j, 000 . . . Howard University , 
(p. 110, H. Kept. 96-1244) 
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Listing of Colleges and Universities that Received 
Specific Apppropriations in the 97th Congress 
(s - shared with other institutions) 



College/University 



Aaount 



Lav 



Aaarican University of 
Bel cut 

Baylu& 
Cornell 

Callaudet College 



Howard University 



Morehouse Hedical College 



$10,000,000 
deferred fund 

$148,000 (s) 
$52,000,000 

$2,080,000 
$52,000,000 
$145,200,000 

$5,808,000 
$145,200,OOT 
$5,000,000 



Mississippi State University $200,000 



P.L. 97-257, Suppleaental 
appropriations, FY82 

P.7*. 97-103, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY82 

P.L. 97-103, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY82 

P.L. 97-51, Continuing 
appropriations, FY82 
(H.R. 4560, Labor, 
Health, and Hunan Serv- 
ices appropriations, 
FT82) 

P.L. 97-257, Suppleaental 
appropriations, FY82 

P.L. 97-377, Continuing 
appropriations, FY83 

P.L. 97-51, Continuing 
appropriations, FY82 
(H.R. 4560, Labor, 
Health, and Hunan Serv- 
ices appropriations, 
FT82) 

P.L. 97-257, Suppleaental 
appropriations, FY82 

P.L. 97-377, Continuing 
appropriations, FY83 

P.L. 97-275, Continuing 
appropriations, FY82 
(H.R. 7205, Labor, 
Health, and Hunan Serv- 
ices appropriations, 
FY83) 

P.L. 97-103, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY82 
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Listing of Colleges and Universities that Received 
Specific Appropriations in the 97th Congress — Continued 
(s - shared with other institutions) 



College/University Aaount Lav 



Navajo Community College 
North Dakota State University 
Oregon State University 

Pennsylvania State University 

Rochester Institute of 
Technology 

South Dakota State University 



Southern Illinois University 

Texas Tech University 
Tufts University 



$4,000,000 
$148,000 (s) 
language only 
language only 
$1,800,000 
no $ amount 
$9,600,000 (s) 
$1,052,000 

$148,000 (s) 
$1,000,000 
$1,500,000 
deferred funds 
$5,896,000 
S 9, 000 ,000 



P.L. 97-100, Interior 
appropriations, FY82 

P.L. 97-103, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY82 

P.L. 97-103, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY82 

P.L. 97-257, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY82 

P.L. 97-370, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY 8 3 

P.L. 97-394, Interior 
appropriations, FY83 

P.L. 97-394, Interior 
appropriations, FY 8 3 

P.L. 97-257, Supplemental 
appropriations, FY82 

P.L. 97-103, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY82 

P.L. 97-1C0, Interior 
appropriations, FY82 

P.L. 97-394, Interior 
appropriations, FY83 

P.L. 97-103, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY82 

P.L. 97-103, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY82 

*.L. 97-370, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY83 
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Listing of Colleges and Universities that Received 
Specific Appropriations in the 97th Congress -—Continued 
(s * shared with other institutions) 



College/University 



Amount 



Lav 



Tuskegee Institute 

(including other land- 
grant colleges) 



University of the District 
of Coluabia 



University of Florida 
University of Hawaii 
University of North Dakota 



$9,000,000 

$21,492,000 
$12,241,000 
$22,394,000 

$48,937,000 
$381,300 

$58,342,400 
$58,342,000 

$775,000 (s) 
$775,000 (s) 
no $ amount 



P.L. 97-275, Continuing 
appropriations, FY83 
(H.R. 7205, Health and 
Human Services appro* 
priations, FY83) 

P.L. 97-103, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY82 

P.L. 97-103, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY82 

P.L. 97-370, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY83 

P.L. 97-91, District of 
Coluabia appropriations, 
FY82 

P.L« 97-91, District of 
Columbia appropriations, 
FY82 

P.L. 97-370, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY82 

P.L. 97-378, District of 
Columbia appropriations, 
FY83 

P.L. 97-103, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY82 

P.L. 97-103, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY82 

P.L. 97-394, Interior 
appropriations, ?Y83 
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Listing of Colleges «nd Universities thst Received 
Specific Appropriations in the 97th Congress— Continued 
(s ■ shared vlth other institutions) 



College/University 



Amount 



Lav 



University of Oklahoma 



University of Rochester 



University of Wyoming 



Virginia Polytechnic 
Institute 

West Virginia University 



$2,000,000 
$3,000,000 

$6,100,000 

no $ amount 
deferred funds 
$9,600,000 (s) 



P»L. 97-377, Further Con- 
tinuing appropriations, 
FY83 

P*L* 97-275, Continuing 
appropriations, FY83 
(H.R. 7205, Labor, 
Health, and Human Serv- 
ices appropriations, 
FY83) 

P.L* 97-275, Continuing 
appropriations, FT83 
(H*R« 7145, Energy ap- 
propriations, FY83) 

P«L* 97-394, Interior ap- 
propriations, FT83 

P.L. 97-103, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY82 

P.L. 97-394, Interior ap- 
propriations, FY83 
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IND IVIDUAL COLLECTS AND UNIVERSITIES fHAT RECEIVED SPECIFIC 
APPROPRIATIONS IH THE 97TH CONGRESS (FIRST SESSION) 



P.L . 97-51— Continuing Appropriations, 1982 (B.J. Rea. 325) 

P.L. 97-51 provides funding authority for the following prograas and 
departments: 

B.R. 4560— Departaent of Labor, Health and Huaan Services and 
Education and Related Agencies Appropriations, 1982 

. . . Howard University . . . $145,200,000. 

. . . Callaudet College . . . $52,000,000. 

(p. 112, H. Rept. 97-251) (p. 144, S. Kept. 97-268) 



P.L. 97-91— District of Columbia Appropriations, 1982 
(H.R. 4522)' 



Public Education Systea : 

. . . $48,937,000 for the operation of the University of the District 

of Columbia .... 

( p. 45, H. Rept. 97-235) 



Public Building Construction ; 

. . . $381,300 to the University of the Diatrict of Coluabia to reno- 
vate bridges and corridora ... at the Van Neaa caapua. 
(p. 61, H. Rept. 97-235) (p. 32, S. Rept. 97-254) 



h . cas-18 

P»L» 9 7-100 — Dapar tment of Interior Appropriations . 1982 
, 1H»R» 4033) 



Mining Research and Development: 

• • • The Committee has learned of discussions between the Department 
of Energy and Southern Illinois University regarding the poaalblllty 
of SIU operating DOE' a Carbondale Mining Technology Center at Carbon- 
dale ♦ ♦ ♦ The committee has made available $1,000,000 to coaplete such 
negotiations* 

(p. 62, S. Rept. 97-166) (p. 27, H. Rept. 97-315 (conf.)) 
Bureau of Indian Affairs; 

• ♦ ♦ $4,000,000 shall be available for grants to the Navajo Community 

College. ' L - 

(p. 17, H. Kept. 97-315 (conf.)) 



P.L. 97-»103~Department of Agriculture, Rural Development and Related 
Agencies, 1982 (H.R. 4119) 



Buildings and Facilities ; 

• • • defer funding Increases for • • . Children's Nutrition Research 
Center at Baylor College , Plant Stress and Water Conservation Research 
Laboratory at Texas Tech Pniveralty ; and the Regional Veterinary School 
and Virginia Polytechnic Institute , 
(p. 42 H. Rept. 97-172) 



Tropical/Subtropical Research ; 

♦ ♦ ♦ $775*000 to be allocated equally between land-grant universities 
In Hawaii and Florida. " 
(p. 18, S. Rept. 97-248) 



Beef Forage Research ; 

♦ ♦ . $200,000 to Missis s ippi State University and an additional 
$300,000 to more adequately complement the State's contributions. 
(P* 19, S. Rept. 97-248) 



Buildings and Facilities : 

♦ • • $5,896,000 to complete construction of the Human Nutrition 
Center at Tufts University as proposed by the Rouse, 
(p. 9, H. Rept. 97-313 (conf.)) 
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P»L» 97-103 — Department of Agriculture, Rural Developaent and Related 
Agencies. 1982 (H.R. 4119) (cont'd) 



Cooperative State Research Service ; 

• • ♦ earmarka $21,492,000 for payments to the 1890 land grant col- 
leges including Tuakcgee Institute for research Instead of $21,992,000 
as proposed by the House and $20,992,000 as proposed by the Senate, 
(p. 10, H. Rept. 97-313 (conf.)) 



Grasshopper Fungus : 

• • • $148,000 for research on the disease at Worth and South Dakota 
State and Cornell Universities* 
(p. 8, H. Rept* 97-313 (conf*)) 



Agricultural Research Center ; 

• • ♦ Oregon State University in cooperation vlth private energy and 
blozass consultants has developed a proposal for a feasibility study 
on the use of agricultural residues and forest slash as fuel sources 
for * * • electrical power plant • • • budgetary constraints do not 
perait additional funding for this project* 
(p. 9, H. Rept. 97-313 (conf.)) 



Extension Service : 

• • • $12,241,000 for 1890 land-grant colleges Including Tuskegee . 
(p. 9, R. Rept. 97-313 (conf*)) 



.ERIC 



226 



59 



CRS-21 



INDIVIDUAL COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES THAT RECEIVED SPECIFIC 
APPROPRIATIONS m THE 97TH CONGRESS (SECOND SESSION) 



P.L. 97-237— Making Supplemental Appropr iations. 1982 
(H.R. 6863) 1 

• • • Oregon State University B lomass Project . • • the conferees urge 
the Department to give careful consideration to this worthwhile pro- 
posal • • • • (no specific appropriation Included)* 

(p. 8, H. Rept. 97-747 (conf.)) 

• . . that of the amounts that shall remain available for obligations 
under part B of Title III of the Higher Education Act $300,000 shall 
be for two Institutions of higher learning In Vermont under part A of 
Title III • • • (Institution names not given)* 

(p. 38, H. Rept. 97-747 (conf.)) 



International Disaster Assistance : 

• . • The Committee Js re comae ndatlng an earmark of $10 million to 
help defray costs to the American University of Beirut associated 
with this crisis (referring to the fighting In Beirut, Lebanon.) 
(p. 88, S. Rept. 97-516) 

• . . the Commlttae recommends an additional $2,080,000 for Gallaudet 
the same as the House allowance. 

( p. 134, S. Rept. 97-516) 

• • . The committee recommends a supplemental appropriation of 
$5,808,000 for Howard University . 

(p. 140, S. Rept. 97-516) 

• • . The Committee recommends a supplemental appropriation of 
$1,052,000 ... to maintain services • • • at a national residential 
education and research center located ... at Rochester Institute of 
Technology . 

( p. 140, S. Rept. 97-516.) 





78-792 0-87-3 
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P.L. 97-275— Continuing Appropriations, 1983 (H.J. Res. 599) 



Funding is provided for Che following: 

H»R» 7205— Department of Labor, Health and Human Services, and 
Education and Related Agencies Appropriations, 1983 



Health Resources Administration : 

• • . $5,000,000 in construction grant support to Morehouse Medical 
Allege in Atlanta, Georgia, 
(p. 67, H. Rept. 97-894) 



Special Endowments : 

• . • The committee recommendation Includes $3,000,000 for the Carl 
Albert Congressional Research and Studies Center at the University 
of Oklahoma . 

• • . $9,000,000 to establish a Memorial Education Canter at Tuskegee 
Institute in honor of General Daniel Chappie James .... 

(p. 114, H. Rept. 97-894) 

• • • $52,000,000 • • • Callaudet . 

- . . $145,200,000 . . . Lavard University , 
(p. 120, H. Rept. 97-894) 



H.R. 7145— 'Department of Energy and Water Appropriations, 1983 



Inertia! Confinement Fusion : 

• • • $6,100,000 for the program af. the University of Rochester , 
(p. 60, H. Rept. 97-850.) 



P.L. 97-370— Agriculture, Rural Development and Related Agencies 
Approprlatlons > FY 1983 (H.R. 7072) 



• • . $9,000,000 Is available for the Human Nutrition Center at Tufts 
University. 

(p. 8 f H. Rept. 97-957) 

• • . The Committee recommends $22,394,000 for payments to the 1890 
Colleges and Tuskegee Institute. 

(p. 18, H. Rept. 97-957) 
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P.L* 97-370— Agriculture. Rural Development and Related 
Aganclas Appropriation!, FY 1983 (H.R. 7072) 



• • • $1,800,000 for a feasibility study on the use of agriculture 
residues and forest slash as fuel resources for a coabined cycle closed 
electrical powsr plant at Oregon State University . 
(P.L. 97-370) 



P.L. 97-377— Further Continuing Appropriations, FY 1983 
(H.J. Ret. 631) 



• • • $2,000,000 shall be available until expended for the Carl Albert 
Congressional Research and Studies Center ( University of Oklahoaa ). 
(p. 71, H. Rept. 97-980) 

• ♦ ♦ Gallauaet • • • $52,000,000. 

• • • Howard University • • • $145,200,000. 
(p. 71, H. Rept. 97-980) 



P.L* 97-378— 'District of Coluabla Appropriations. 1983 (H.R. 7114) 



Allocation of Public Education Appropriations : 

• • • University of the District of Coluabla . . . $58,342,400. 
(p. 8 t H. Rept. 97-972) 



P.L. 97-394— Departaent of Inte rior Appropriations, FY 1983 
(H.R. 7356) 1 



Bureau of Mines ; 

• • • $9,600,000 for mineral Institutes • • • existing facilities 
Pennsylvania State and West Virginia Universities are particularly 
suited for research on control of dust par':lcle generation. 

(p. 17, H. Rept. 97-978 (conf.)) 

• . . allow the Secretary of Energy to enter into agreements with the 
University of "yoalng to transfer the Laraale Energy Technology Center 
to the University and with University of North Dakota to transfer the 
Grand Forks Energy Technology Center to the University (no mention of 
dollar aaounts). 

(p. 37, H. Rept. 97-978 (conf.)) 
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P»L» 97-394 — Departatnc of Interior Approprlatlona, FY 1983 



Bureau of Mine a ; 

• • • The Bureau ahall cooperate with the Penn State and Weat Vlrftlnl, 
Universities In a prograa to conduct reaearch on black lung disease 
vlthln the additional aaount aade available for Health and Safety 
Technology • • • ♦ (no apeclflc dollar aaount nentloned). 
(p. 42, H. Rept. 97-942) 



Fore at Service— Departacnt of Agricultur e 
Cypsy Moth Reaearch : 

♦ ♦ ♦ The Comlttee la avar« of one auch propoaal for Penn State Uni- 
versity* The Coaalttee suggests that the Departacnt aollclt addi- 
tional propoaala froa the reaearch cooaunity (no apeclflc dollar 
aaount; lapllea the desire to have a coapetltlon for thla reaearch 
dollar)* 

(p. 73, H. Rept. 97-942) 



Foaall Energy Reaearch and Dcvclopacnt : 

♦ ♦ ♦ the Departoent ahall, vlthln available resourcea aupport activ- 
Itlea aaaoclated vlth the leaae of the Center (Carbondale Mining Tech- 
nology Center) by the Unlveralty ( Southern Illinois University) at a 
level no leas than $1,500 »000 during FY83* 
(p. 94, H. Rept. 97-942.) 
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Brief Listing of Colleges and Universities Receiving 
Specific Appropriation! In Che 98th Congress 
(e - shared with other Institutions) 



Collags/Unlverslty Amount Lav 



Baylor College of Medicine 

Boston Collage 
Boston University 



California South 
University 



Catholic University 



College of American Samoa 



College of Micronesia 



Columbia University 



9300,000 

$7,500,000 
$19,000,000 
$5,000,000 (s) 

$5,000,000 
$9,200,000 
$3,000,000 

$3,000,000 

$5,000,000 
$3,000,000 



P.L. 98-473, Continuing 
appropriations, FY85 
(H.R. 5743, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY85) 

F.L. 98-63, Supplemental 
appropriations, FT 8 3 

F.L. 98-396, Supplemental 
appropriations, FT84 

F.L. 98-473, Continuing 
appropriations, FY 8 5 
(H.R. 6028, Ubor, 
Health, and Husan Serv- 
ices approprlati ~ia, 
rT85) 

P.L. 98-50, Energy appro- 
priations, FY85 

F.L. 98-360, Energy appro- 
priations, FT85 

P.L. 98-473, Continuing 
appropriations, FY85 
(H.R. 6028, Ubor, 
Health, and Human Serv- 
vlces appropriations, 
FT85) 

P.L. 98-473, Continuing 
appropriations, FY85 
(H.R. 6028, Labor, 
Health, and Human Serv- 
ices, FY85) 

F.L. 98-50, Energy appro- 
priations, FY 8 4 

P.L. 98-360, Energy appro- 
priations, FY85 
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Briefing Listing of Colleges And Unlvaraltlea Receiving 
Specific Appropriation in the 98ch Congr^aa— Continued 
(a - ahared vlcb other institutions) 



College/Unlve ra 1 ty 



Delgado College 

Florida State University 
Calleudet College 



Ceorgecovn University 
Henpahlre College 

Howard Unlveralty 



Aaount 



$5,000,000 (a) 

$7,000,OCO 
$52,000,000 

$2,000,000 
$58,600,000 

$820,000 
$45,000 

$145,200,000 

$11,000,000 
$158,230,000 



Lav 



P.L. 98-473, Continuing 
appropriation*, FY85 
(H.R. 6028, Labor, 
Bealth, and Hunan Serv- 
ices, FT85) 

P.L* 98-360, Energy appro- 
prlatlone, FY85 

P.L. 98-139, Ubor, 

Health, and Hunan Serv- 
ice* appropriations, 
FT84) 

P.L. 98-396, Supplemental 
appropriations, FY84 

•P.L. 98-473, Continuing 
appropriations, FYfi 
(H.R. 6028, Labor, 
Health, and Huy«an Serv- 
icea appropriations, 
FY85) 

P.L. 98-212, Defense 
spproprlstlons 

P.L. 98-473, Continuing 
spproprlstlons, FY85 
(H.R. 5973, Interior 
appropriations, KT85) 

P.L. 98-139, Ubor, 

Health, and Husan Serv- 
ices spproprlstlons, 
PY84) 

P.L. 98-396, Supplemental 
appropriations, FY84 

P.L. 98-473, Continuing 
appropriations, FY85 
(H.R. 6028, Ubor. 
Health, and Husan Serv- 
ices spproprlstlons, 
FY85) 
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Brief llstlug of Colleges and Universities Receiving 
Specific Appropriations in the 98th Congress— Continued 
(s » shared with other institutions) 



College/University 



Aaount 



Lav 



I ova Scate University 



Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology 



Kcv Tork University 



$450,000 (s) 



$2,500,000 (s) 



Mississippi State University $3,000,000 (s) 



$700,000 



$300,000 



North Dakota State Utuveralty $9,100,000 



$125,000 



Oregon Health Sciences 
University 

Oregou State University 



$20,400,000 
$3,000,000 (s) 



P.L. 98-473, Continuing 
appropriations* FY85 
(H.R. 5743, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY85) 

P.L. 98-4*3, Continuing 
appropriations, FY85 
(H.R* 5973, Interior 
appropriations, FY85) 

P.L* 98-473, Continuing 
appropriations, FY85 
(H.R* 5743, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY85) 

P.L. 98-473, Continuing 
appropriations, FY85 
(H.R. 5743, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY85) 

P.L. 98-473, Continuing 
appropriations, FY85 
(H.R. 5921, Transpor- 
tation appropriations, 
FY85) 

P.L. 98-473, Cortinuing 
appropriations, FY85 
(H.R* 5743, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY85) 

P.L. 98-473, Continuing 
appropriations, FY85 
(H.R* 5973, Interior 
appropriations, FY85) 

P.L. 98-63, Supplemental 
appropriations, FY83 

P.L. 98-473, Continuing 
appropriate s, FY85 
(H.R. 5743, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY85) 
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Brief Listing of Colleges and Universities Receiving 
Specific Appropriations in the 98th Congress — Continued 
(s - shared vith other institutions) 



College/University 



Aaount 



Lav 



Pennsylvania State University $2,500,000 (a) 



Purdue University 



Rochester Institute of 
Technology 



$250,000 
$3,000,000 

$1,800,000 



Saint Paul Vocational-Technical $5,000,000 (s) 
Institute 



Seattle Cooaunity Central 
College 



$5,000,000 (s) 



State University of Nev York $8,500,000 
Texas Tech University $900,000 



P*L» 98-473, Continuing 
appropriations, FYC5 
(H.R. 5973, Interior ap- 
propriations, FY85) 

P»L» 98-360, Energy appro- 
priations, FY85 

P»L» 98-473, Continuing 
appropriations, FY85 
(H.R. 5743, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY85) 

P.L. 98-473, Continuing 
appropriations, FY85 
(H.R. 6028, Labor, 
Health, and Hunan Serv- 
ices appropriations, 
FY85) 

P.L* 98-473, Continuing 
appropriations, FY85 
(H.R. 6028, Labor, 
Health, and Hunan Serv- 
ices appropriations, 
FY85) 

P.L. 98-473, Continuing 
appropriations, FY85 
(H.R. 6028, Labor, 
Health, and Hunan Serv- 
ices appropriations, 
FY85) 

P.L. 98-396, Supplemental 
appropriations, FY84 

P.L. 98-473, Continuing 
appropriations, FY85 
(H.R. 5743, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY85) 
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Brief Listing of Colleges end Universities Receiving 
Specific Appropriations la the 98th Congress— Continued 
(e • shared with other institutions) 



College/University 



Aaount 



Tufts University 



University of California 
(Davis) 

University of California 
(Los Aageles) 

University of Connecticut 
University of the District 



University of Hawaii 
University of Minnesota 

University of Missouri 



$2,000,000 
$1,000,000 
$1,800,000 

language only 
language only 
$750,000 
$63,609,000 

$1,237,000 

$750,000 
$2,500,000 (s) 

$450,000 (s) 



P.L. 98-63, Suppleaental 
appropriations, FY83 

P.L. 98-396, Suppleaental 
appropriations, FY84 

P.L. 98-473, Continuing 
appropriations, FY 8 5 
(H.R. 5743, Agriculture 
appropriations, FT35) 

P.L» 98-360, Energy appro- 
priations, FY85 

P.L. 98-360, Energy appro- 
priations, FT85 

P.L. 98-63, Suppleaental 
appropriations, FY83 

P.L. 98-473, Continuing 
appropriations, FY85 
(H.R. 5899, District of 
Columbia appropriations, 
FY85) 

P.L. 98-473, Continuing 
appropriations, FY85 
(H.R. 5899, District of 
Columbia appropriations, 
FY85) 

P.L. 98-63, Suppleaental 
appropriations, FY83 

P.L. 98-473, Continuing 
appropriations, FY85 
(H.R. 5973, Interior 
appropriations, FY85) 

P.L. 98-473, Continuing 
appropriations, FY85 
(H.R. 5743, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY85) 
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Brief Listing of Colleges and Universities Receiving 
Specific Appropriations In the 98th Congress — Continued 
(s ■ shared with other Institutions) - 



College/University 



Aaount 



Lav 



University of Kev Eaapshlre $15,000,000 

University of North Carolina $8,000,000 

University of Oregon $2,300,000 

University of Rochester $7,800,000 

Vast Virginia University $2,500,000 



P.L. 98-63, Supplemental 
appropriations, FY83 

P.L. 98-396, Suppleaental 
appropriations, FY84 

P.L. 98-360, Energy appro- 
priations, FY85 

P.L. 98-360, Energy appro- 
priations, FY85 

P.L. 98-473, Continuing 
appropriations, FY85 
(H.&. 5973, Interior 
appropriations, FY85) 
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INDIVIDUAL COLLEGES AND CHIVE R3ITIES RECEIVING SPECIPIC 
APPROPRIATIONS IN THE 98th CONGRESS (FIRST SESSION) 



P*L* 98-50— Energy and Water Development Appropriation*, 1984 
(H*R* 3132)" 



• • ♦ $5,000,000 to initiate construction of a Vitreous State Labora- 
tory, at Catholic. University* 

(p. 89, H. Rept, 98-217) 

• • • $5,000,000 to Initiate construction of the National Center for 
Chemical Research at Coluabla University* 

(p. 89, H. Rept* 98-217) 



g*L* 98-63— Making Suppl»aental Approprlatlona for the Fiscal 
Tear Ending September 30, 1983, and for Other Purposes 



• • • $750,000 shall be available for establishment and support of a 
research and training center focusing on pediatric rehabilitation at 
the University of Connecticut Health Center • • • • 

(p. 50, H* Rept* 98-308 (conf*)) 

• ♦ ♦ $750,000 shall be available for a research and training center 
on the rehabilitation needs of the Pacific Basin to be located at the 
University of Hawaii * 

(p* 51, H* Rept* 98-308 (conf*)) 

• • • $15,000,000 for construction and related costs for a center for 
advanced technology and development at the University of Nev Hanpshlr< 
(p. 53, H. Rept* 98-308 (conf*)) 

• • • $7,500,000 be provided fr* construction and related coats for 
the Center Research Library at Boston College * 

(p* 53, H* Repr* 98-308 (conf*)) 

• • • $20,400,030 for development of a Biomedical Information Cocraun- 
Icatlon Center at Oregon Health Sciences University In Portland, 
Oregon* 

(p* 53, H* Repc* 98-308 (conf.)) 
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P.L. 98-63— Making Supplemental Appropriations for the Fiscal 
Year Ending September 30, 1983, and for Other Purpose a (cont'd) 



Envlrooaent.il Protection Agency (EPA) ; 

• • • $2,000,000 for establishing a center for hazardous vasts man- 
agement • • • In establishing this center EPA should 'select a uni- 
versity with achools of biomedical sciences, engineering, nutrition 
and veterinary medicine as veil as proven progress In urban and en- 
vlrooseoal policy' (specific nama not given although a specific In- 
stitution Is described), 
(p. 35, H. Kept. 98-308 (conf.)) 



P.L. 98-l£9— flaparaent of Labor, Health and Hasan Services 
and Education and Related Agencies Appropriations, 1984 
(H.R. 3913) 



For Hovard University $''5,200,000 

For CaHaudet College $ 52,000,000 

• • • to enable Secretary of Education to expand funds appropriated 
In P.L* 98-63 In accordance vlth directives expressed on p. 53 of 
H. Rapt. 98-308 accompanying H.R. 3069, making Supplemental Appropri- 
ations for FT83. Page 53 Includes: 



P.L. 98-212 — Department of Defense Appropriations, 1984 
(H.R. 4185) 



Energy Conservation Technology : 

• . • requests the Army to reprograa $820,000 vinhln available funds 
to laplomant an Interagency agreement vlth the Department of Energy 
and Ceorgetovn University to study whether fuel cell technology could 
be combined vlth a coal gasslflcatlon cogeneratlon program, 
(p. 212, H. Rept. 98-427) 



Oregon Health Sciences University 
University of New Hampahlra 
Boston College 
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P*L* 98-360— Energy ind Water Development Appropriations, 1985 
<B*R* 5653)" 



• ♦ ♦ $9,200,000 to coaplete Vitreous State Laboratory at Catholic 
University; 

• ♦ ♦ $3*000*000 to continue the Rational Center for Chemical Research 
at Columbia University; 

(p. 93, H. Rept. 98-755) 

• • • $7,000,000 to establish a supercoaputer center at Florida State 
University: 

(?♦ 93* H* Rept* 98-755) 

• ♦ • Tha Dapartaent la directed to allocate $250,000 to Purdue Uni- 
versity for experlaental contributions and research In the develop- 
ment of an * Integral Fast Reactor' within the advanced breeder con- 
cept a prograa. 

(p. 82* H. Rept* 98-755) 

. . • biological and envlronaental research ♦ ♦ • vlthln available 
funds* tha Dapartaent (of Energy) to provide sufficient funds to con- 
tinue the research prograas currently being conducted at Rochester 
University, the University of California at Etvls . and the University 
of California at Los Angeles • • • • 
(p. 88* H. Rept* 98-755) / 

• ♦ ♦ Inert lal conflneaent fusion • ♦ «/%lthln the glass laser pro- 
graa ♦ ♦ ♦ $7,800,000 for the prograa at the University of Rochester * 
(p. Ill* H. Rept* 98-755) (p. 55, H* Rept* 98-866 (conf.)) 

• • • supporting research and technical analysis • » • a $2,300,000 
grant for design and related activities for a science facility at the 
University of Oregon* 

.p* 53, H* Rept* 98-866 (conf*)) 



P«L» 98-396 — Second Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1984 
(H.R. 6040)" ' 

National Oceanic and Ataospherlc Administration • • • $8,000,00C for 
National Undersea Research Prograa at the University of North Caro- 
lina , 

(p. 10, H. Rept* 98-977 (conf.)) 

• • • $7,000,000 for research at the center being established for haz- 
ardous waste management (implies Tufts University)* 
(p. 20* H. Rept* 98-977 (conf*)) 
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P.L. 93-396— Second Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1984 
(H.R. 6040) " 

Special Inotltutlona : 

• • • a suppleaental of $2,000,000 for Callaudct College . ♦ ♦ a sup- 
plemental of $11, 000,000 for Howard University * 

<p. 6$, B* Rept. 98-916) 

Economic Development Assistance ; 

• • . $19,000,000 for a grant to Boston University in the State of 
Massachusetts for the construction and related costs of the university 
engineering and technical training center* 

<p» 10, B» Rept* 98-977 (conf*)) 

Department of Transportation** Marl tine Adnlnlotratlon : 

• • • $8,500,000 • • * for the acquisition and preconverslon coats 
for a training vessel to be used at the State Univeralty of New York 
Maritime College* ~ ~ — 
(p. 11, a. Rept. S3-977 (conf*)) 



P.L. 98-473— Continuing Appropriations. 1985 (H*J* Rjg* 648) 

This lav contains funding for the following appropriations bills: 

B.R. 5743— Agriculture, Rural Development and Related Agencies 
Appropriations, 1985* 

• • • $450,000 ♦ ♦ ♦ grant to Initiate an agriculture policy Institute 
colocated at the Univeralty of Hlaaourl and Iowa State Unive ralty* 
(p. 34, S. Rept. 98-566) 

. « . $900,000 for plant stress and water conservation reaearch at 
Texas Tech University , 
(p. 24, a. Rept. 98-809) 

. . . $1,800,000 for the Tufts University Nutrition Research Center. 

. . . $300,000 for the Children's Center, Baylor College , 
(p. 23, R. Rept. 98-809) (p. 8., H. Rept. 98-1071 (conf.)) 

• • • $700,000 In planning funda for a Warmvater Aquaculture Research 
Center at Hiaslsslppl State Uu^verslty . 

(p. 10, B. Rept. 98-1071 (conf.)) 
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?.t. 98-473 — Continuing Appropriations, FY 1985 (H.J. Res. 648) 

♦ ♦ ♦ $9,100,000 for construction of the Metabolism and Radiation 
Research Laboratory at North Dakota State University * 

' (p. 10, H. Rapt. 98-1071 (conf*)) 

• • • Forestry Research Centers of Excellence • • • $3,000,000 to 
Mississippi State University , Oregon State University , Purdue 
University* 

(p. 35, S. Rapt* 98-566) (p* 12, H* Rcpt* 98-1071 (conf*)) 



E.R. 5899— District of Coluabla Appropriation, 1985* 

. . . $63,609,000 for Dnlverslty of the District of Columbia 
(sppesrs In chart)* 

(p. 38, H. Rept. 98-851) (p. 47, S. Rept. 98-568) 



Capital Inprovencuta Program : 

♦ ♦ ♦ $1,237,000 for phase III, Van Ness Campus design for Dnlverslty 
of the' District of Columbia * 
(p» 63, S» Rept* 90-568) 



H 1 R ! _5921— Department of Transportation and Related Agencies 
Appropriations Bill, 1985 

♦ ♦ ♦ $300,000 Increase for the continuation of the Long-Range Future 
of Public Transportstlon In Large Cities Study being conducted by Hew 
York Dnlverslty Center fcr Drban Research* 
(p* 75, H» Rept* 98-859) 



H«R« 5973 — Interior end Related Agencies Appropriations, 1985 

♦ • • $125,000 ♦ ♦ ♦ to continue the blackbird research program at 
North Dakota State Dnlverslty * 

(p. 22, S. Rcpt. 98-578) 

♦ ♦ ♦ $45,000 to continue the guard dog research program with Hamp- 
shire College * 

(p» 19, H. Rapt* 98-886) 

♦ ♦ ♦ $2,500,000 for health and aafety technology for resplrable dust 
resesrch to continue at Pennsylvania State University , West Virginia 
University , the University of Minnesota , and the Massachusetts Insti- 
tute of Technology* 

(p» 36, H. Rept* ^8-8 86 ) 
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P*L* 98-473— Continuing, Appropriation. 1985 (H.J. Res. 648) 

H.R. 602e— Dtpartaant of Labor, Health and Human Services, and 

Education and Related Agencies Appropriations bill, 1985 

• • • CalUudit College * . . $58,700,000* 

• • • Hovard University ♦ ♦ ♦ $158,230,000* 
<?• 131-132, H. Rept* 98-911) 

• • . $6,000,000 to provide a land grant endovnent of $3,000,000 each 
5 or Collw of American Seroe and the College o f Micronesia* 

(P* 126, B. Rept* $6-9U> °" 

Education of the Handicapped: 

. • . $3,000,000 for poetsecondary progress* Since 1975 this activity 
has primarily supported four vocstional-technical institutions serving 
Bulti-Stat* regions (Seattle Coatunlty Central Ct*ll «*m T California 
Sooth University ae ttorthbrldac. St* Paul Vocational 2 T ; c hHt^r-y^^ 

tuts, end Delgado College in Ncv Orlaanal . . - . 

(p* 110, H. Rapt* 98-9U) 

. . * $1,800,000 in law for special initiatives projects . . • Area 
Health Education Center, Rochester Instit ute of Technology* 
(p* 13, H. Rapt* 98-1132 (coni.)) 
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Brief Listing of Colleges sod Universities Receiving 
Specific Appropriations in the 99th Congress 
(s ■ shared with other institutions) 



College/University 



Aaount 



Lav 



Atlanta University 

Barry University 

Baylor College of Medicine 



Brown University 
Cornell University 

Drake University 

Eastern Michigan University 

Fisk University 
Florida State University 



$4,500,000 
$5,500,000 

$2,000,000 
$1,000,000 

$1,000,000 

$5,000,000 
$100,000 

$5,000,000 
$6,000,000 
$800,000 
$1,000,000 

$169,000 
$11,400,000 



P.L. 99-141, Energy appro- 
priations, FY86 

P.L. 99-509, Oanibus Bud- 
get Reconciliation Act, 
FY86 

P.L* 99-190, Continuing 
appropriations, FT86 

P.L. 99-190 

(H.R. 3037, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY86) 

P.L. 99-500 

(H.R. 5177, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY87) 

P.L. 99-141, Energy appro- 
priations, FY86 

P.L. 99-190 

(H.R. 3037, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY86) 

P.L. 99-190, Continuing 
appropriations, FY86 

P.L. 99-88, Supplements! 
appropriations, FY85 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
appropriations, FY87 

P.L. 99-178, Labor, 

Health, and Hunan Serv- 
ices appropriations, 
FY86 

P.L. 99-190, Continuing 
appropriations, FY86 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
appropriations, FY87 
(H.P. 5162, Energy appro- 
priations, FY87) 
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Brltf tilting of Colleges end Unlveriltiei Receiving 
Specific Appropriation! in the 99th Congrtia— Continued 
(t • iheted with other institution!) 



College/University 



Aaount 



Lew 



Calleudet College 



Howard University 



Indiana University 



Iowa state Ut sraity 



$62,000,000 
$62,000,000 

$164,230,000 
$170,230,000 

$800,000 
$3,800,000 

$6,000,000 

$5,000,000 

$6,000,000 



P.L. 99-178, Labor, 

Health, and Huaan Serv- 
ices appropriations, 
FY86 

P.L* 99-500, Continuing 
appropriations, FY87 
(H.R. 5233, Labor, 
Health, and Huaan Serv- 
ices appropriations, 
FY87) 

P.L. 99-178, Labor, 
Health, and Human Serv- 
ices approprlatlona, 
FY86 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
appropriations, FY87 
(H.R. 5233, Labor, 
Health, and Huaan Serv- 
ices appropriations, 
FY87) 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
appropriations, FY87 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
appropriations, FY87 
(H.R. 5162, Energy 
appropriations, FY87) 

P.L. 99-178, Labor, 
Health, and Huaan Serv- 
ices appropriations, 
FY86 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
appropriations, PY87 
(H.R. 5162, Energy 
appropriations, FY87) 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
appropriations, FY87 
(H.R. 5162, Energy 
appropriations, FY87) 
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Brief Lilting of Colleges end Universities Receiving 
Specific Appropriation! in the 99th Congress— Continued 
(• - ihered with other Institutions) 



College /Unive ri 1 ty 



Aaount 



Lev 



love Stete University 



Jackson Stete University 



Johne Hopkins University 



Kensee Stete University 



$650,000 
$50,000 

$1,500,000 
$1,000,000 

$1,000,000 
$1,000,000 

$1,900,000 
$285,000 
$95,000 

$1,200,000 



P.L. 99-190, Continuing 
spproprletlons, FT86 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
spproprletlons, FT87 
(H.R. 5177, Agriculture 
epproprlstlons, FY87) 

P.L. 99-141, Energy eppro- 
prlstlons, FT 8 6 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
spproprletlons, FT87 
(H.R* 5233, Leber, 
Heelth, end Hunan Serv- 
ices appropriations, 
FY87) 

P.L. 59-500, Continuing 
spproprletlons, TiV 
(H.R. 5162, Energy 
appropriation!, FT87) 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
appropriations, FY87 
(H.R. 5233, Labor, 
Heelth, end Huaen Serv- 
ices appropriations, 
FT87) 

P.L. 99-141, Energy appro- 
priation!, FY87 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
epproprlstlone, FY87 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
epproprletlons, FT87 
(H.R. 5177, Agriculture 
epproprletlons, FY87) 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
epproprletlons, FY87 
(H.R. 5162, Agriculture 
epproprletlons, FY87) 
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Brief Listing 0 f College* and Universities Receiving 
Specific Appropriation In the 99th Congress— Continued 
(i " shsred with other Institutions) 



College/University 



Asount 



Uu 



Xiinste Stste University 



Loyola University 



Msssschusetts Institute of 
Technology 



Mlchlgsn Stste University 
Mississippi Stste University 



Mississippi Vslley Stste 
University 



$100,000 

$4,000,000 
$2,200,000 
$2,600,000 

$2,500,000 

no $ ssount 
$3,500,000 

$2 f 000,000 (s) 
$250,000 
$730,000 



New Mexico Stste University $1,000,000 



P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
appropriation*, FT87 
(H.R. 5177, Agriculture 
ftpproprlstlons, FY87) 

P.L. 99-88, Suppleaentcl 
sppropristions, H85 

P.L. 99-190, Continuing 
ftpproprlfttlons, FY83 

P.L. 99-190, Continuing 
ftpproprlfttlonft, FY86 
(H.R. 3011, Interior 
ftpproprlstlons, FY86) 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
sppropristions, FT87 
(H.R. 5234, Interior 
sppropristions, FT87) 

P.L. 99-180, Coeaerce 

P.L. 99-88, Suppleoental 
ftpproprlstlons, fY85 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
sppropristions, FT87 
i^.R. 5177, Agriculture 
ftppvopriations, FT87) 

P.L. 9* -500, Continuing 
sppropristions, FT87 
(H.R. 5177, Agriculture 
sppropristions, FT87) 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
ftpproprlfttlons, FYS 7 
(H.R. 5177, Agriculture 
ftpproprlstlons, FY87) 

P.L. 99-88, Suppleaentsl 
sppropristions, FT85 



ERIC 
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Brief Listing of Colleges and Universities Receiving 
Specific Appropriations :Ln the 99th Congress— Continued 
(s ■ shared with other institutions) 



Col lege/Unlversity 



Aztount 



Law 



Northeastern University $13,500,000 
Northwestern $10,319,000 
North Dakota State University $340,000 

$60,000 

$144,000 

$.'5,000 



$250,000 

Oklahoaa State University $1,000,000 

$5,000,000 
$65,000 

Oregon Graduate Center $1,000,000 



P»L. 99-190, Continuing 
appropriations, FY86 

P»L» 99-190, Continuing 
appropriations, FY86 

P.L. 99-190, Continuing 
appropriations, FY86 
(H.R. 3037, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY86) 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
appropriations, FY87 
(H.R. 5177, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY87) 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
appropriations, FY87 
(H.R. 5177, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY87) 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
appropriations, FY87 
(H.R. 5177, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY87) 

P»L» 99-500, Continuing 
appropriations, FY87 
(H.R. 5177, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY87) 

P.L. 99-190, Continuing 
appropriations, FY86 
(H.R. 3629, Defense 
appropriation, FY86) 

P.L. 99-349, Supplemental 
appropriations, FY86 

P.L. 99-88, Supplemental 
appropriations, FY85 

P.L. 99-190, Continuing 
appropriations, FY86 
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Brief Listing of Collages and Universities Receiving 
Specific Appropriations In the 99th Congress— Continued 
(s - shared with other Institutions) 

College/University Aaount Lav 



Oregon Health Science 
University 

Oregon State University 



Rochester Institute of 
Technology 



$10,000,000 
$900,000 



Pennsylvania State University $50,000 

$2,500,000 (s) 

$2,200,000 (s) 

$300,000 
$1,800,000 



$1,800,000 



$11,100,000 

South Dakota State University $46,000 



Southeastern Massachusetts 
University 



$2,000,000 (s) 



P.L. 99*88, Suppleoental 
appropriations, FY85 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
appropriations, FY 8 7 
(H.R. 5177, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY87) 

P.L. 99-190, Continuing 
approprlatlona, FY 8 6 
(H.R. 3037, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY86) 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
appropriations, FY87 
(H.R. 5234, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY87) 

P.L. 99-190, Continuing 
appropriations, FY86 

P.L. 99-190, Continuing 
appropriations, FY 8 6 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
appropriations, FY87 
(H.R. 5177, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY87) 

P.L. 99-178, Labor, 

Health, and Human Serv- 
ices appropriations, 
PY86 

P.L. 99-190, Continuing 
appropriations, FY86 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
appropriations, FY87 
(H.R. 5177, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY87) 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
appropriations, FY87 
(H.R. S177, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY87) 
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Brief Listing of Colleges and Universities Receiving 
Specific Appropriations in the 99th Congress— Continued 
(s * shared with other institutions) 



College/Oniversity 



Amount 



Lav 



State University of Rev York $8,500,000 
Texas Tech University $1,400,000 

$300,000 (s) 

Thtyer School of Engineering $15,000,000 
Tufts University $1,000,000 

$1,000,000 

$1,000,000 

$10,000,000 



Tulane University 



$6,000,000 



P.L. 99-349, Supplemental 
appropriations, FY86 

P.L. 99-190, Continuing 
appropriations, FY86 
(H.R. 3037, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY86) 

P.L. 99-190, Continuing 
appropriations, FY86 
(H.R. 3037, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY86) 

P.L. 99-88, Supplemental 
appropriations, FY85 

P.L. 99-190, Continuing 
appropriations, FY86 

P.L* 99-190, Continuing 
appropriations, FY86 
(H.R. 3037, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY86) 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
appropriations, FY87 
(H.R. 5177, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY87) 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
appropriations, FY87 
(H.R. 5234, Interior 
appropriations, FY87) 

P.L. 99-141 , Energy appro- 
priations, FY86 
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Brief Hating of Colleges And Universities Receiving 
Specific Appropriations in the 99th Congress— Continued 
(s - shared with other Institutions) 



Col lege /University 



Tuakegee Institute 
(including land-grant 
colleges) 



University of Akron Lav 
School 

University of Alabama 



Amount 



$600,000 

$5,400,000 

$2,000,000 
$9,508,000 (a) 

$1,988,000 

$800,000 
no $ amount 
08,000,000 
$2,900,000 

$12,300,000 



Lav 



P.L. 99-190, Continuing 
appropriations, FY86 
(H.R. 3037, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY86) 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
appropriations, FY87 
(H.R. 5177, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY87) 

P.L. 99-190 

(H.R. 3037, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY86) 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
appropriations, FY87 
(H.R. 5177, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY87) 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
(H.R. 5177, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY87) 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
appropriations, FY87 

P.L. 99-88, Supplemental 
appropriations, FY 8 5 

P.L. 99-141, Energy appro- 
priations, FY86 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
appropriations, FY87 
(H.R. 5233, Labor, 
Health, and Human Serv- 
ices appropriations, 
FY87) 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
appropriations, FY87 
(H.R. 5162, Energy 
appropriations, FY87) 



Otr. 
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Brief Lifting of Colleges end Universities Receiving 
Specific Appropriations In the 99th Congress— Continued 
(s - shared vith other Institutions) 



College/University 



Amount 



Lev 



University of California 



University of California- 
Riverside 



University of the District of 
Columbia 



University of Hawaii 



$10,560,000 
$1,000,000 

$300,000 (s) 

$1,324,000 
$68,861,000 

$4,781,000 

$480,00 A 
$2,000,000 (s) 



P.t. 99-509, Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation 
Act, PY86 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
cppvoprlatlons, FY87 
(H.R. 5177, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY87) 

P.L. 99-190, Continuing 
appropriations, FY86 
(H.R. 3037, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY86) 

P.L. 99-88, Supplemental 
appropriations, FT85 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
appropriations, FY87 
(H.R. 5175, District of 
Coluabla appropriations, 
PT87) 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
appropriation?, FY87 
(H.R. 5175, District of 
Coluabla appropriations, 
PY87) 

P.L. 99-190, Continuing 
appropriations, FY86 
(H.R* 3037, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY86) 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
appropriations, FYS7 
(H.R. 5177, Agriculture 
appropriations, F787) 
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Brief Listing of Colleges and Universities Receiving 
Specific Appropriations In the 99th Congress— Continued 
(a * shares with other Institutions) 



College/University 



Aaount 



Lav 



University of Illinois 



University of Kansas 



University of Massachusetts 
(Asherst) 



University of Minnesota 



University of Nevada 



$3,000,000 

$2,000,000 

$27,000,000 

$200,000 
$191,000 

$2,000,000 
$800,000 

$2,200,000 (s) 
$2,600,000 

$1,500,000 

S3, 500,000 



P.L. 99-190, Continuing 
appropriations, FY86 
(H.R. 3C37, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY86) 

P.L. 99*500, Continuing 
appropriations, FY87 
(H.R. 5177, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY87) 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
appropriations, FY87 
(H.R. 5177, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY87) 

P.L. 99-88, Supplemental 
spproprlstlons, FY 8 5 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
appropriations, FY87 
(H.R. 5177, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY87) 

P.L* 99-190, Continuing 
appropriations, *Y86 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
appropriations, FY87 
(H.R. 51.2, Energy 
appropriations, FY87) 

P.L. 99-190, Continuing 
appropriations, FY86 

P.L. 99-190, Continuing 
appropriations, FY86 
(H.R. 3011, Interior 
appropriations, FY86) 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
appropriations, FY87 
(H.R. 5234, Interior 
appropriations, rY87) 

P*L* 99-190, Continuing 
appropriations, FY86 
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Brief Listing of Colleges and Universities Receiving 
Specific Appropriations in the 99th Congress — Continued 
(a • shared with other institutions) 



i' College/University 



Aoo*tnt 



Lav 



University of North Dakota 



University of Oregon 



University of Rochester 



University of South Carolina 



University of Southern 
Mississippi 



University of Washington 



$4,000,000 
$3,036,412 
$8,500,000 
$7,800,000 
$16,300,000 

$800,000 
$1,000,000 
$14,000,000 

$500,000 

$2,000,000 (s) 

$100,000 



P.L. 99-190, Continuing 
appropriations, FY86 

P.L, 99-190, Continuing 
appropriations, FY86 

P.L. 99-141, Energy appro- 
priations, FY86 

P*L. 99-141, Energy appro- 
priations, FY86 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
appropriations, FY87 
(H.R. 5233, Labor, 
Health, and Huaan Serv- 
ices appropriations, 
FY87) 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
appropriations, FYo7 

P.L. 99-190, Continuing 
appropriations, FY86 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
appropriations, FY87 
(H.R. 5177, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY87) 

P.L. 99-190, Continuing 
appropriations, FY86 
(H.R. 3037, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY86) 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
appropriations, FY87 
(H.R. 5177, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY87) 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
appropriations, FY87 
(H.R. 5233, Labor, 
Health, and Human Serv- 
ices and Ld i* cat ion 
appropriations, PY87) 



Per 



^3 
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Brief Listing of Colleges and Universities Receiving 
Specific Appropriations In the 99th Congress — Continued 
(t - shared with other Institutions) 



College/University 



Aaount 



Lav 



Virginia/Maryland Regional 
College of Veterinary 
Medicine 



Washington State University 

Wichita Seal a University 
West Virginia University 



$300,000 

$2,000,000 

$2,000,000 
$2,200,000 (s) 
$2,600,000 (s) 

$2,500,000 (s) 

$2,200,000 (s) 



P*L* 99*500, Continuing 
appropriations, FY87 
(EUR* 5177, Agriculture 
appropriations, FY87) 

P.L. 99-500, Continuing 
appropriations, FY87 
(H.R. 5177, Agriculture 
appropriations , FY87) 

P.L. 99-190, Continuing 
appropriations, FY86 

P.L. 99-190, Continuing 
appropriations, FY86 

V.L. 99-190, Continuing 
appropriations, FY86 
(H.R. 3011, Interior 
appropriations, FY86) 

P.L. 99-500, Continuity 
appropriations, FY86 
(K.R. 5234, Interior 
appropriations, FY87) 

P.L. 99-190, Continuing 
appropriations, FY86 
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INDIVIDUAL COLLEGES AHD UNIVERSITIES THAT RECEIVED SPECIFIC 
APPROPRIATIONS IN THE 99TH CONCShSS 



P.L. 99*88*-Supplcmental Appropriations, FY 1985 
H.R. 2577 • : 



Department of Agrlculture**Cooperatlvc State Research Service : 

• > • That payment to the New Mexico State Unlveralt^ In the amount 
of ^1,000,000 for Its real or peraonal property Interest Is hereby 
determined to be an allowable project cost In accordance with section 
513 of the Airport and Airway Improvement Act of 1982. 

. . • For an additional amount for a grant to Mississippi State Unl* 
reralty to conduct a program for and to promote research excellence 
In the area of warmwater aquaculture, Including such lands, building, 
and equipment as say be necessary to carry out, $3,500,000 Including 
$700,000 made available by Public Law 98*473 which shall be trans* 
f erred to and merged with this appropriation, to remain available 
until expended, and to be matched by an equal non-Federal share. 

• • • For an additional amount for a grant to the University of 
Kansas for the evaluation and transfer of remote sensing applications 
to agricultural usera, $200,000. 



Economic Develcioent Aaslatance Programs ; 

For an additional amount for economic development assistance programs 
• • . $30,730,000, to remain available until expended, of which 
$J 5,000, 00C Is for a grant to Th ayer School of Znglaeerlcg in Hanover, 
New Hampshire, for construction, renovation and related costs for fa* 
cllltlea for Its model Interdisciplinary engineering program; and 
. . • $10,000,000 for a grant to the Oregon Health Sciences University 
Hospital In Portland, Oregon for the south wing rehabilitation 



• • • $65,000 to assist In the establishment of a center for Inter* 
national Trade Development as a national demonstration project at 
Oklahoma State University , 
(p. 24, H. Rept. 99-142) , 



project. 
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P»L» 99-88— Supplemental Appropriation! » FY 1985 
<B-g. 2577) (Cont'd) 



Public Education Syetcm ; 

. . . $1,324,000 additional for the University or the Dlatrlct 
of Columbia* 



Legal Services Corporation ; 

For an additional amount for "Payment to the Legal Services Corpora- 
tion'* for a grant for the establishment of the Glllls W. Long Poverty 
Lav Center at the Loyola University School of Law In New Orleans, 
$4,000,000 to retain * available until expended* 

For an additional aaount for a grant for the establishment of a 
clinical program to supplement the aervlcea of local Legal Services 
grantees at Drake University School of Law In Des Moines, Iowa, 
$4,000,000 to remain available until expended* 

The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers shall 
grant, within ninety days of enactment of thla Act, to thj University 
of Alabama at Huntsvllle the funda appropriated to the Secretary of 
the Army pursuant to title I of Public Law 98-50 for the dealgn and 
construction of a Corps of Englneera learning facility at Huntsvllle, 
Alabama* 

(99 Stat* 293-305) 



P*L* 99-141 — Energy and Water Development Appropriations, 1986 
<fl*R* 2959) 



Supporting Research and Technical Analysis ; 

♦ ♦ ♦ Jackson Stste University * * * to serve as a model for the rest 
of the nation • • • commit up to $1,500,000 In FY 1986* 



Biological Energy Resesrch ; 

• • • $6,000,000 for the Center for Energy and Bloaedlcal Technology 
at Tulane University* 
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P*L* 99-141— Eucrgy tod Water Development Appropriations, 1986 
(U.K. 2939) (cont'd) 



Construction ; 

• ♦ • $4,500,000 to support establishment of a Outer for Science and 
Technology at Atlanta Dnlverslty • • • • The Cotanittec Is recommending 
thtsa funds to assist the Department In meet log its conaitmeut under 
Executive Order 12320 to strengthen participation of the Historically 
Black Colleges and Universities In advanced scientific research and 
nan poorer development. 



• ♦ ♦ $8,000,000 for an Energy and Mineral Research Center at the 
Dnlverslty of Alabama* 

. • • $8,500,000 for an advanced Science Center at Dnlverslty of 
Oregon* 

• • ♦ $5,000,000 for a Demonstration Center for Information Technol- 
ogies at Brown Dnlverslty* 



Civilian By-Products and Beneficial Uses ; 

♦ ♦ ♦ $5,000,000 for Initial planning for pork Irradiation deoonstra- 
tlon In conjunction with I ova State University * 



Inertia! Confinement Fusion ; 

♦ ♦ ♦ within the glass laser program ♦ ♦ . $7,800,000 for the Univer- 
sity of Rochester* 
(p. 41-51, H* Rept* 99-307 (conf.)) 



t 



. . . $1,900,000 for Kansas State Dnlverslty * 




90 



CRS-52 



P*L* 99-178 — Department of Labor, Health and fluman Services and 
Education and Related Agencies Appropriation, 1986 (H*R* 3424) 



Higher Education : 

• • • $1,000,000 • • • for the renovation of Welch Ball at Eaatern 
Michigan University In Tpallantl, Mlchlgsa; • • • $1,800,000 toward 
to dealgn and construction of an academic health education center at 
Rochester Institute of Technology * 
(H. Kept* 99-289) 

NOTE: P.L. 99-178 did not mention these specific activities, 
giving only a total of $10 million for academic facilities rath'ir 
than $20 million as proposed In the House Report* (However, thire 
was no amendment or dlsrgreeaent about earmarking of funds so It Is 
assumed that the above levels were accepted*) 

The bill Includes $6,000,000 for the construction of the Center for 
Excellence in Education at Indiana University* 
(p. 34, H. Rept* 99-402 (conf*)) 



Special Institutions ? 

♦ ♦ ♦ $62,000,000 for Callaudet College * 

. . ♦ $164,230,0v0 for Howard Dnlveralt y* 



P*L* 99-180— Commerce. Justice , State and Judiciary 
Appropriations t 1986 (H*R* 2965) 



Department of Commerce— Economic Development Assistance : 

♦ . • For the University Center program EDA la encouraged to fund 
land-grant institutions* A good example would be the funding of an 
Innovative demonstration project that would create strong university 
linkages with urban public and private sector institutions for plan- 
ning and Implementing new economic and community development projects 
in Michigan, especially at Michigan State University * 
(H* Rept* 99-197) 

(Although the conference report H* Rept* 99-414 does not mention 
specifically Michigan State University, It does nentlon total funding 
for the University Center program o'.' $5,000,000*) 
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P>L> 99-190— Making Further Continuing Appropriations 
for FY 1986 and for Other Purposes (H.J. Res. 465) 



Dsfenss Research Sciences: 

• . . $5,000,000 only for sviatton resesrch at Wichita State Univer- 
sity end $3,500,000 ah*ll be used for cooputer research end related 
purposes st the University of Nevada (Las Vegas), 
(p. 239, H. Rept. 99-4507 



Mllltsry Dlsesse Hatards Technology : 

• . . $2,000,000 for neurotoxin research at the Universit y 0 f Kansas, 
(p. 240, H. Rept. 99-450) 



Defense Rosesrch Sciences : 

• . . $650,000 for research and related purposes st Iowa State 
Universit y. " 
(p. 258, H. Rept. 99-450) 

. • • $13,500,000 for Engineering Research and relsted purposes st 
Northeastern University in Massschuaetts. 
(p. 258, H. Rept. 99-450) 

. • • $1,000,000 . . • for advanced seal-conductor resesrch at the 
Or egon Graduate Center, 
(p. 263, H. Rept. 99-450) 

. . . $1,000,000 for research at Oklshona Stste University . 

. . . $5,000,000 for . • • supercoaputer . • • for use In basic 

research «t Cornell . 

(p. 263, B. Rept. 99-450) 

. • • $11,100,000 for olcroelectronlc engineering snd imaging sciences 
At Rochester Institute of Technology, 
(p. 264, H. Rept. 99-450) 



Departaent of Interior — Bureau of Mines : 

. . . $2,200,000 for respirable dust research to be conducted st 
Pennsylvania State University , West Vlrglnls Unl/eralty , University 
of Hlnnesots , and the Massachusetts Institute ot Technology , 
(p. 290, H. Rept. 99-450) 

. . . $300,000 to be used for a Coal Mine Injury Analysis Study at 
Pennsylvania Stste University * 
(p. 291, H. Rept. 99-450 (conf.)) 
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P»L» 99-190— Making Further Continuing Appropriations 

for FY 1986 and for Othor Purpocea £gTJ7_Kgjt 465) (coat 1 d ) 



Energy Conssrvatlon : 

♦ ♦ ♦ $10,319,000 for the basic industries research fscility st North- 

tfflitira University* 

(p. 308, H» Kept* 99-450) 



fossil Energy Rasssrch sad Developaent : 

• ♦ ♦ $4,000,000 is to be provided fro* available funds for tht 
university of Korth Dakota Energy Research Center • • • • 
(p. 306, H* Rapt* 99-450) 



Depsrfent of Transportation— Research, Engineering and 
Development (Airport and Alrvay Trust Fund) : 

• ♦ • $3,036,412 shall be available 'or Icing end related naxt gener- 
ation veather radar ataoapherlc reaearch to be conducted by the Uni- 
versity of Korth Dakota , $2,000,000 ahall be available for the Center 
for Reaearch and Training in Info mat ion-Based Aviation and Tranapor- 
tatlon Kenageaent at Barry University , 32,000,000 shall be available 
for tha Institute for Aviation Ssfety Research st Wichita Stat< Uni- 
versity * 

(p. 323, H. Rept. 99-450) 



P»L- 99-190 provides funding for the folic jing appropriations bills: 

H»R» 3011— Departnent of Interior and Related Agencies 
Approprlstlonr, 1986 



National 'Park Servlca : 

• ♦ • $169,000 • ♦ • for repairs to Jubilee Rail at Flak University * 

♦ ♦ ♦ $300,000 * . • to conduct the Coal Mine Injury Analysis Study 
at Panncylvanli. State University * 

(p. 22-36, Hi Rept. 99-205) 
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?»L. 99-190 (cont'd) 



B.R. 3037— Agriculture. Rural Development and Related Agencies 
Appropriations, 1986* 



Nutrition Research ; 

• • • $1,000,000 >• ♦ . for the Huaan Nutrition Research Center on 
Aging at Tufts University* 

♦ ♦ ♦ $1,000,000 'for the Children's Nutrition Research Center at 
Baylor College of Medicine* 



Water Conservation : 

• • . $1,400,000 ♦ ♦ ♦ these funds will be used to augment the exist- 
ing plant stress and water conservation research now underway at Texas 
Tech University . 



Limited Tillage Research ; 

• • . $100,000 for Increased basic research . . . carried out by the 
Agricultural Research Service In cooperation with Cornell University . 

. . . $480,000 for trl-fly research at University of Hawaii . 

• . • $340,000 for sunflower research at North Dakota State University * 

. . . $50,000 for a feasibility study for agricultural science and 
Industry facility, Pennsylvania State University . 

• ♦ ♦ $600,000 for planrlng for a new facility to be located within 
the School of Veterinary Medicine at Tuskegee Institute , a regional 
Institute for food animal production, research and services. 

. « . $3,000,000 for planning of a plrnt and animal sciences research 
center at the University of Illinois* 
(p. 8-9, B* Rept. 99-4390 



261 



94 



OZS-56 



P.L* 99-190 (cont'd) 



Plant Genetics; 

• • • $300,000 for a Plant Genet lea/Water Research p "jraa involving 
Texas Tech University , Univer ,ty of California-Riverside , Hev Mexico 
State University ♦ ♦ • • 

• • • $2,000,000 for strengthening srants for the 1890 (land grant) 
colleges and Tuskegee Institute* 

• ♦ ♦ $500,000 for implementing research under the Critical Agricul- 
tural Materials Act to be carried out at the Polymer Institute at the 
Univeralty of Southern Mississippi * . 

(p. 37, H. Rept. 99-211) 



H*R* 3629— 'Department of Defense Appropriations, 1986 



University Research Initiative : 

• ♦ ♦ Tne Coaalttee dlrecta that $1,000,000 of the FY86 appropriations 
for t^is progran be provided for research at the Oklahoaa State Uni- 
versity in Stillwater, Oklahoaa* 
(p* 349, H* Rept* 99-332) 



P*L* 99-349 — Urgent Suppleaental Appropriationa, (H*R* 4515) 



Department of Transportation ; 

• • • The committee disapproved the deferral and expects the Depart- 
aent of Transportation and the Maritime Administration to make avail* 
able the $8,500,000 appropriated for the training vessel for the 
State University of Hew York Maritime Academy* 
(p* 19, H. Rept. 99-510) 



Department of Agriculture — Cooperative State Research Service : 

• • • A transfer of $5,000,000 from the Commodity Credit Corporation 
to the Cooperative State Research Service to meet th* matching funds 
requirement for development of an International trade center at Okla- 
homa State Univeralty * 
(p* 12, H. Rept* 99-649) 
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P.t. 99-500 Continuing Appropriations, 1987 (H.J. Res. 738) 



P.L. 99-500 provides funding authority for the following appropriations 
bills: 

H.R. 5177 — Department of Agriculture Appropriations, 1987 

• • • $1 ailllon . . . for the Hunan Nutrition Research Center of 
A 8 ln S * c Tu ^ ts University* 

(p. 32, H. Rept. 99-686) 

• . . $1 ailllon . . . for the Children's Nutrition Research Center 
at Baylor College of Medicine* 

(p. 32, H. Rept. 99-686) (p. 23, S. Rept. 99-438) 



Agricultural Research and Development Consort lua : 

• • . The Cot&aittee recocaends $2,000,000 for a grant to establish an 
R and D cooperative agreement • • • with the Biotechnology Center at 
the University of Illinois * 

(p. 34, H. Rept. 99-686.) 

. . . $27 million for construction of a plant and anlaal sciences re- 
search center at University of Illinois * 
(p. 36, H. Rept. 99-686) 

• . . $5.4 million for construction of a new facility to be located 
within the School of Veterinary Medicine at Tuakegee University, 
(p. j6, H. Rept. 99-686) 

. . • $1 ailllon for the planning costs ... construction of a 
salinity laboratory . . . University of California at Riverside , 
(p. 36, H. Rept. 99-686) 

. . . $9, 508, 00ft for construction of research facilities of the 1890 
land-grant colleges and Tuakegee University, 
(p. 41, H. Rept. 99-686) 

. . . $750,000 for grant to Mississippi Valley State University for 
purposes of curriculum development and strengthening in order that the 
university may receive benefits of 1890 land-grant colleges, 
(p. 41, H. Rept. 99-686) 

. . . $2,000,000 for aquaculture research . . . University of Wash- 
ington ; Southeastern Massachusetts University ; Mississippi State ; 
University of Hawaii , 
(p. 41-42, H. Rept. 99-686) 
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P*L* 99-S0C, Continuing Appropriations, 1987 (con^d) 



Grasshopper Fungus Research : 

♦ ♦ ♦ $60,000 to North Dakota State University * 
(p. 23, S. Rept* 99-438) 

♦ • • $250,000 ♦ • ♦ Mississippi State University ♦ ♦ ♦ conducting 
research oi crown gull disease* 

(p. 23, S* Rapt. 99-438) 



♦ ♦ ♦ $1,000,000 for Salinity Laboratory ♦ ♦ ♦ University of California* 

♦ ♦ • $300,000 for construction o2 additional classroom space at the 
Virginia/Maryland Regional College of Veterinary Medicine * 

♦ ♦ ♦ $1*8 Billion planning costs ♦ ♦ ♦ Agricultural Science Center 



♦ ♦ ♦ $5*4 alllion for construction of a regional center for food and 
animal production, research *nd service at Tuakegcc University School 
of Veterinary Medicine* 

♦ ♦ ♦ $27 million for plant and animal sciences research center at the 
University of Illinois* 

<p« 23, S* Rept* 99-438) 

♦ ♦ ♦ $900,000 to construct a wheat marketing and demonstration lab 
operated under Oregon State University* 

♦ ♦ ♦ $100,000 to conduct feasibility studies of Kansas State Cnlve 
slty's proposal for construction of a new planned science research 
center and educational satellite video communications center* 

(p* 27, S* r,pc* 99-439) 

♦ ♦ ♦ $50,000 to conduct a study * * * of constructing a national 
center for food and industrial product development at Iowa State 
University * 

(p. 28 S* Rept* 99-439) 



♦ ♦ ♦ Pennsylvania State University * 



i ERJC 
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P*L* 99-500. Cont Inning Appropriations, 1987 (cont'd) 



Cooperative State Research Service : 

• • ♦ aqua culture centers • ♦ ♦ $4,000,000 ♦ ♦ • not Halted to Uni- 
versity of Washington , Mississippi State University , University of 
Hawaii* 

(p. 32, S. Kept* 99-438) 

Stored Crain Insects* ♦ ♦ $285,000 ♦ ♦ ♦ Kansas State University * 

International Livestock ♦ ♦ ♦ $95,000 ♦ ♦ ♦ Kansas State University * 
(p. 32, S. Rept. 99-438) 



Sunf lover Insects ; 

♦ ♦ ♦ $144,000 ♦ ♦ ♦ North Dakota State University* 

♦ ♦ ♦ $46,000 ♦ ♦ • South Dakota State University * 



Dried Bean : 

♦ ♦ ♦ $75,000 to fcCcrtn Dakota State University* 



Renote Sensing Application to Agricultural Users : 
♦ ♦ ♦ $191,000 to University of Kansas * 



Critical Agricultural Materials Act : 

♦ ♦ ♦ $14 million for construction at Polyeer Institution of Univer- 
sity of Southern Mississippi * 

♦ * * $2,000,000 for Food an<- Human Nutrition Center at Washington 
State University* 

(p* 33, S* Rept* 99-438) 

♦ * * $750,000 for grant to Mississippi Valley State University for 
currlculua development * * . • 

(p* 34, S- Rept* 99-438) 

. ♦ ♦ $1,988,000 for 1890 Colleges and Tuskegee University * 
(p* 34, S. Rept* 99-438) 
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P.L. 99-500 provides funding for the following appropriations bill: 
H »R» 5162— Energy and Water Developaent Appropriations, 1987 
Wind Energy Research : 

c * ♦ $800,000 is to be mads available to the Renewable Energy Re- 
search Center program at the Unlverstly of Maasachusetta at Amherst , 
(p. 74, H. Rept. 99-670) 



Byproducts Program (food irradiation projec t s) : 

• . . $5,000,000 for continuation of these projecta . . . at Iowa 

State University* 

(p. 82, H» Rept. 99-670) 



Supporting Research and Technical Analysla : 

• • • not less than $1 million in FY87 to maintain and support the 
Berkeley Laboratory, the Ana C. Msndei Education Foundation at Jack- 
aon State University , 
(p. 91, H. Rept. 99-670) 



Center for Nuclear Imaging Research : 

. . . $12,300,000 for Center for Nuclear Imaging Research at Univer- 
sity of Alabama at Birmingham, 
(p. 91, 8* Rept. 99-670) 



Energy Research Complex : 

♦ . . $16,300,000 . . . for the energy Research Comples at the Uniyer- 
alty of South Carolina* 
(p. 91, H. Rept. 99-670) 



Applied Mathematical Sciences : 

• • . $11,400,000 for Florida State University Supercomputer Center 
(p. 92, H. Rept. 99-670) 



Canter fo r Excellence In Education — Energy Utilization Performance 
Project : 

. . . $3,800,000 . . . Center of Excellence in Education at Indiana 

University, 

(p. 92, H. Rept. 99-570) 
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P.L* 99-500, Continuing Appropriations, 1987 (cont'd) 



H.R. 5161— Energy and Water Development Appropriations, 1987 
(contM) 

• . . Center for new Industrial materials • . . Iowa St . itc Unl vcr 

• • • $6,000,000* 

• • . Chemical Sciences (85-ER-403) Kansas State University . ♦ ♦ 
$1,200,000. * 

(p. 94, H. Rept. 99-670) 



h«R. 5175— District of Columbia Appropriations, 1987 
Public Education Systea ; 

• • • University of the District of Columbia . . $68,861,000. 
(p. 45, H. Rept. 99-675) 



C apital Improvement Program ; 

• • • University of the District of Columbia . . . $4,781,000 for 

four projects. 

(p. 59, H. Rept. 99-675) 



P.L. 99-500 provides funding for the following appropriations bill: 
H.R. 5234— Department of Interior Appropriations, 1987 
Buresu of Mines; 

. . . $2,500,000 for resplrable dust research to be conducted by 
Pennsylvania State Pnlverslty , West Virginia University . University 
of Minnesota, and Massachusetts Institute of Technology , 
(p. 27. H. Rept. 99-1002 (conf.)) 



Energy Conservation Facilities ; 

. • • a conditional Increase of $10 million for an energy research 
facility at Tufts . . . contingent on specific authorisation legisla- 
tion being enacted. 

(p. 91, H. Rept. 99-714', p. 63, H. Rept. 99-1002) 
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P.L* 99-500, Continuing Appropriation*, 1987 (cont'd) 



H.R. 5233— Department of Labor, Health and Human Services and 
Education and Related Agencies Appropriations, 1987 

Rehabilitation Services ; 

• . . $2,900,000 for s grant to the University of Alabama at Birmingham 
for a Coaprehenslve Head Injury Center* 

(p. 29, H. Rept. 99-960 (conf.)) 

• . • Johns Hopkins University . . . $1,000,000. 
(p. 29, H. Rept. 99-960 (conf.)) 



Special Institutions : 

• . . Callaudet . . . $62,000,000. 



Howard • 



$170,230,000. 



(p. 29, H. R*pt. 99-960 (conf.)) 



Department of Health and Human Services— Indian Health Services ; 

. ♦ • fatal alcohol syndrome • . . $100,000 provided for the Univer- 
sity of Washington 's research program, 
(p. 725, H. Rept. 99-1005) 
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P»L» 99-300, Continuing Appropriation^, 1987 .cont»d) 



Co nstitutional Lav Resource Centers : 

♦ ♦ • $800,000 offered to Hoyard University Lav School , Drake Univer- 
sity Lav School , University of Akron School of Lair . University of 

South Carolina School of Lav^ 

(p. 83, enrolled bill, P.L. 99-500) 



P.L» 99-509— Oanlbus Budget Reconciliation Act (H.R. 5300) 



• . « the Center for Science and Technology, Atlanta University . . . 
$5,500,000. L 

• . . Advanced Science Center, University of Oregon . . . $22,900,000. 

• • . Center for Advanced Medical Research . . • Universit y of Cali- 
fornia . . . $10,560,000. 

. . . $11,400,000 to continue to fulfill Federal share of an agreement 
rlth Supercoaputer Computational Research Institute at Florida State 
University . ~ ~ 

(p. 106, H. Rept. 99-1012) 
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APPENDIX 



Authorization Bills Mentioning Specific Colleges 
end Universities in the 99th Congress 
(HBA ■ Higher Education Amendments of 1986, P«L. 99-498) 



College /University 



Authorisation of 
Appropriations 
(F*87) 



Atlanta University 

Bethune-Cookman College 

Boston College 

City University of New York 

Community College of Vermont 

Coapton Cotaaunlty College 

Drew Postgraduate Medical School 

Eastern Mic. lgan University 

Faulkner University 

Meharry Medical School 

Morehouse School of Medicine 

Oklahoma University 
(Carl Albert Center) 

Rochester Institute of 
Technology 

Shaw University 

Stonehlll College 
(Martin Institute) 



no $ amount 

$6,200,000 

no $ amount 

no $ amount 

no $ amount 

no $ amount 

no $ amount 

no $ amount 

no $ amount 

no $ amount 

no $ amount 

(authority 
no $ amount) 

$1,800,000 

$S50,000 
$4,000,000 



Lav 



P«L. 
P.L, 
P«L« 
?«L« 
P«L. 
P«L. 
P«L« 
P«L« 
P.L, 
P.L. 
P.L. 
P.L. 



99-498 HEA 
99-498 HEA 
99-498 HEA 
99-498 HEA 
99-498 HEA 
99-498 HEA 
99-498 HEA 
99-49,8 HEA 
99-498 HEA 
99-498 HEA 
99-498 HEA 
99-498 HEA 



P.L. 99-498 HEA 

P.L. 99-498 KSA 
P.L. 99-608 
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Authorization Bills Mentioning Specific Colleges 
and Universities in the 99th Congress — Continued 
(HEA ■ Higher Education Amendaents of 1986, P*L* 99-498) 



Col lege/D Diversity 



Authorlsstlon of 
Approprlstlons 
(FT87) 



Law 



Syracuse University no $ aaount 

Tuskegse Institute no $ aaount 

University of Connecticut $1,300,000 

University of Rhode Island no $ aaount 



P*L* 99-145 
(Departacnt of 
Deiense Authorisa- 
tion Act, 1986) 

P*L* 99-498 HEA 

P.L* 99-498 HEA 

P.L. 99-498 HEA 



Wsyne County Comaunity 
College 



C*ai"hority only) 



P.L* 99-498 HEA 



NOTE: Based on the Halted coaputerlzed search only the above entries ap- 
peared* This Is by no means a comprehensive listing. 
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ADTB0RI2INC LEGISLATION MENTIONING SPECIFIC COLLEGES 
AND UNIVERSITIES IH THE 99TH CONGRESS 



P*L* 99-14 3— Denartaent of Defense Authorization Act, 1986 
(i. IU>6) " 

« . • authorizes coaputer and related research at Sytacuae University , 
Rev York. 



P.L. 99-49 8— Higher Education Aacndacnts of 1986 (S» 1965) 



Title III— Institutional Aid 



Eligibility Professional or Graduate Inatttutlona : 

, , . Morehouse School of Medicine . . . Meharry Medical School , 
Char lea R* Drew Postgraduate Medical School , Atlanta University , 
Tuskegea Institute School of Veterinary Medicine , 
(p. 31, H. Rept 99-861 (conf.)) 



Coaaunlty College Pilot Project : 

Wayne County Coaaunlty College • • • Com unity College of Vcraont 
♦ ♦ ♦ Coapton Coaaunlty College . . . Metropolltsn Coaaunlty College 
of Kansas City, Missouri, 
(p. 241, H. Rept* 99-861 (conf.)) 

. . . provide financial assistance to Esstera Hlchlgan Onlvcrslty 
. . . for the purpose of the renovstlon snd restoration of the phys- 
Ical facilities of Welch Hall, 
(p. 283, H. Rept. 99-861 (conf.)) 

authorizes $1.8 atllllon ... to provide financial assistance to the 
Rochester Institute of Technology located In Rochester, New York to 
pay the Federal share of the cost of construction and related costs 
(Including equlpoent) for the A cade ate Health Center facility at the 
Rochester Institute of Technology, 
(p. 283, H. Rept. 99-861 (conf.)) 
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P.L. r 9-498— Higher Education Agendo ents of 1986 (S. 1965) (cont'd) 



... to provide financial assistance to ghav Dnlveralty . . . for Che 
purpose of Che renovation and rtstoration of che physical facility of 
Eatey Ball . • • $550,000 are authorized, 
(p. 284, B. Rapt. 99-861 (conf.» 

... to provide financial aaalatance to the Bethunc-Cookaan College 
to eatabllah the Mary KcLeod Betiiune Meaorial Fine Arcs Cencer . . . 
$6,200,000. 

... to pay the coata of establishing a business adaXniatratlon pro- 
graa . . . Dnlveralty of Rhode Ial and located at Kingston . . . 
$300,000. 

(p. 284, H. Rept. 99-861 (conf.)) 

• • • provide financial aaalatance tc pay costs of the Behavioral 
Science Facility ac Onlvaralcy of ConmcclcuC ac Storra . . . 
$1,300,000. 

(p. 284, B. Rept. 99-861 (conf.)) 

• • • City Oslvetalty of Hew York ... to establish a center to co- 
ordinate resources for the development of solutions to pressing urban 
and aoclal probleos . . . Robert F. Wagner, Sr., Inatitute of Urban 
Public Policy. 

(p. 317, B. Rept. 99-861 (conf.)) 

• * • Faulkner Dnlveralty . . . ia relieved of all liability to repay 
the United States ... $147,681.39 plus accrued interest and to pay 
$7,822.50 to the Kstlonal Direct Student Loan Fund of the Faulkner 
Dnlveralty. 

(p. 333, B. Rept. 99-861 (conf.)) 

• • • ( Boaton College) . . . cancel all annual debt service obligstion 
. ♦ . not to exceed $2,700,000 for the Department of Education Project 
Loan #5-1-00665-0. 

(p. 334, B. Rept. 99-861 (ennf.)) 

. . • Oklahona Dnlveralty ■ . . Carl Albert Congresalonal Research 
and Studies Center • • • Funda appropriated in P.L. 97-377 shall be 
available as « direct appropriation . . . without regard to sec. 4(a) 
of R.R. 3598. 

(p. 334, R. Rept. 99-861 (couf.)) 



P.L. 99-60o > — Authorization of Appropriations for Martin Inscitute 
<H.R. 4244) 



• • • authoritea appropriat iona for the Joaeph W. Martin Institute 
'or Law and Society at gconehill College , tforch Eascon, Haasachu- 
•cca . . . $4,000,000. 
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BILL3 AHD REPORTS USED TO IDEKTIFY SPECIFIC COLLEGES AND 

UNIVERSITIES RECEIVING APPROPRIATIONS* DIJRINC VA RIOUS 

CONGRESSES' 



96th Congress. First Session 



P.L. 96-38— Supplcsental Apwr f .*rla tlons, 1979 (U.K. 4289) 

H. Rept. 96-227 
S. Rept. 96-224 
H. Rept. 96-331 (conf.) 



P.L. 96-68— De partne r s of Stito, Cooaerce. and ; atti cs Appropriation* 1980 
(8.R. 4392) C£ — C 1 - 

H. Rept, 96-247 
S. Rept, 96-251 

Rept. 96-402 (conf.) 



P.L. 96-6 9— Dspar teen t of Energy Water Appropriations, 1980 (H.R. 4388) 

a* Rept* 96-243 
S. Rept* 96-242 
8* Rept* 96-388 (conf.) 



P.L. 96-74— Depart aent of Treasury and Foetal Appropriations. 1980 (H.R. 4393) 

a* Rept* 96-248 
S. Rept* 96-299 
a* Rept. 96-471 (conf.) 



P.L. 96-8 6— Continuing Appropriations. 1980 (H.J. Res. 412) 

H. Rept. 96-500 

Senate— No written report 

8. Rept. 96-513 (conf.) 
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P*L* 96-93—Dlstrlct of Columbia Appropriations, 1980 (H*R* 45 80; 



H. Rept* 96-294 
3. Itpt. 96-257 
H. Kept* 96-443 (conf.) 



P*L* 96-103— Department of Housing and Urban Develo pment Appropriations. 
1980 (H*R* 4594) * 

H* Rept* 96-249 
S* Rept* 96-259 

E. Rapt* 96-409, H. Rept 96-542 (conf*) 



P*L«, 96-108— Department of Agriculture Appropriations, 1980 (H.R. 4387) 

H* Rept* 96-242 
S. Rept* 96-246 
H* Rept* 96-553 (conf.) 



P*L* 96-123' Continuing Appropriations, 1980 (H*J* Res* 440) 

H« Rept* 96-609 

Senate— No written report 

H« Hcpt. 96-646 (conf*) 



P*L* 96-126 — Department of Interior Appropriations, 1980 (H.R. 4930) 

H. Rept* 96-374 
S* Rept* 96-363 
H* Rept* 96-604 (confO 



P*L* 96-130— Military Construction Appropriations, 1980 (H.R* 4391) 

H« Rept* 96-246 
S* Rept* 96-407 
H* Rept* 96-626 



P*L* 96-131— Department of Transportation Appropriation, 1980 (H.R. 44&Q) 

H* Rept, 96-272 
S* Rept* 96-377 
H* Rept* 96-610 (conf*) 
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P.L. 96-154 — Pepartnent of Defense Appropriations, 1980 (H.R. 5359) 

H. Rept. 96-450 
S. Rept. 96-393 
H. Rept* 96-696 (conf.) 



H.R. 4389 — Dapartaent of Labor- Health, Education and Welfare 
Appropriations. 1980 



H. Rept. 96-244 
S. Rept. 96-247 
H* Rept* 96-400 (conf.) 

(Contained In P. L. 96-123, Continuing Appropriations, 1980) 



96th Congress, Second Session 



P.L. 96-243— Supplencntal Agriculture, 1980 (H.J* Res* 545) 

H. Rapt. 96-927 

Senate— No written report 

H. Rept* 96-973 (conf*) 



P.L. 96-304 — Supplemental Afproprlattons/Rr scissions Act, 1980 (H.R. 75421 

H. Rept* 96-1080 

S* Rept* 96-829 

H* Rept* 96-1149 (conf*) 



P*L* 96-36*— Pepartnent of Energy and Water Appropriations, 1981 (H.R. 7590) 

H* Rept* 96-1093 
S* Rept. 96-927 
h* Rept* 96-1366 



P*L* 96-369 — Continuing Appropriations, 1981 (H*J* Res* 610) 

H. Rept. 96-1327 

Senate — No written report 

H. Rept. 96-1443 (conf.) 



P.L. 96-400 — Pepartnent of - -ansportatlon Appropriations, 1981 (H.R. 7831) 

H. Rept. 96-1193 

S. Rept. 96-932 

H. Rept. 96-1400 (conf,) 
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P.L. 96-514— Dapartncnt of Interior Appropriations, 1981 (H.R. 7724) 

B. Rept. 96-1147 

S. Sept. 96-985 

H. Rept. 96-1470 (conf.) 



P.L. 96-527— Departnent of Defense Appropriations, 1981 (H.R. 8105) 

H. Kept* 96-1317 
S. Kept* 96-1020 
H. Rept. 96-1528 (conf.) 



P.L. 96-S28 — Departnent of Agriculture Appropriations^ 1981 (H.R. 7 591) 

fl. Rept. 96-1095 
S. Rept. 96-1030 
H. Rept. 96-1519 (conf.) 

P.L» 96-S30 — District of Columbia Appropriations, 1981 (H.R. 8061) 

H. Rept. 96-1271 

S. Rept. 96-969 

H. Rept. 96-1477 (conf.) 



P.L. 96-536 — Continuing Appropriations, 1981 (H. J. &>s. 644) 
No written reports 



H.R. 7998— Deparcnents of Labor, Health and Hunan Services and Education 
Appropriations, 1981 

H. Rept. 96-1244 
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97th Congrcaa, Flrat Session 



P»U 97-12 — Suppleaental Appropriations and Rescissions Act, 1981 fH.B. 3512) 

S. Rept. 97-67 
H. Rept. 97-29 
H. Rept. 97-124 (ConfO 



P»L» 97-26 — Urgent Suppleaental Appropriations, 1981 (H. J. Res. 308) 

Senate—No written report 
H. Rept. 97-192 



P»L» 07-51— Continuing Appropriations, 1982 ' s tL. J» Res. 325) 

H. Rept. 97-223 

Senate — No written report 

H* Rept* 97-260 (conf.) 



P»L» 97-88— Dcpartaent of Fqergy and Water Development Appropriations, 1982 
(B»R» 4144) 

H. Rept. 97-177 
S. Rept. 97-256 
H. Rept. 97-345 (conf.) 



P»t.» 97-91— District of Coluabla Appropriations, 1982 (H.R. 4522) 

H. Rept. 97-235 
S. Rept. 97-254 
H. Rapt. 97-327 (conf.) 



P«l« 97-100 — Departnent of Interior Appropriations,, 1982 (H.R. 4035) 

H. Rept. 97-163 
S. Rept. 97-166 
H. Rept. 97-315 (conf.) 



P.L» 97-101 — nepartaent of Housing and Urban Deveio^aent Appropriations, 1982 
(H.R. 4Q34) 

H. Rept. 97-162 
S. Rept. 97-163 
H. Rept. 97-222 (conf.) 
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P.L. 97-10 2 — Department of Transportation Appropriations, 1982 (H.R. 4209) 

H. Rept. 97-186 
S. Rept. 97-253 
H. Rept. 97-331 (conf.) 



P.L* 97-103— Agriculture, Rural Development and Related Agencies 
Appropriations, 1982 (H.R, 4119) 

H. Rept. 97-172 
S. Rept* 97-248 
H. Rept* 97-313 (conf.) 



P.L. 97-106— Military Construction, 1982 (H.R* 6241) 

H. Rept. 97-193 
S. Rept. 97-271 
H. Rept. 97-400 (conf.) 



P.L. 97-114— Department of Defense Appropriations, 1982 (H.R. 49 J5) 

Senate— Ho written report 

H. Rept. 97-333 

Hv Rept. 97-410 (conf.) 



P.L. 9 121— Foreign Assistance Appropriations, 1982 (H.R. 4S59) 

R. Rept. 97-245 

Senate— No written report 

H. Rept. 97-416 (confO 



H.R. 4560 — Departments of Labor, Health and Human Services and Education 
Appropriations, 1982 

H. R*pt. 97-251 
S. Rept. 97-268 

(P.L. 97-51 contained funding for H.R. 4560) 



H.J. Res. 3S7— Furcher Continuing Appropriations! 1982 

H. Rept. 97-319 

Senate— No written report 

H. Rept. 97-352 (conf.) 
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97th Congrcsst Se cond Session 



P.L. 97-147— Supplemental Agriculture Appropriations, 1982 (H.J. Rea. 389) 

H. Kept. 97-424 

Senate— No written report 



P.L* 97-148— Supplemental Labor Appropriations, 1982 (H. J. Res. 391) 

H. Rept* 97-425 

Senate— No written report 



P.L. 97-161— Further Continuing Approprlatlona, 1982 (H.J. Res* 409) 

H. Rept. 97-465 

Senate— No written report 



P.L. 97-216— Urgent Supplemental Appropriation, 1982 (H.R. 6685) 

H. Rept. 97-632 (confo) 
Senate — No written report 



H.R. 6957 — Departments of Commerce, Justice, State, and Judiciary 
Appropriations, 1983 (S. 2956) 

S. Rept. 97-584 
H. Rept. 97-721 

(Funding contained under P.L. 97-377) 



P.L. 97-257— Supplemental Appropriations, 1982 (H.R. 6863) 

H. Rept. 97-673 
S. Rept. 97-516 
H. Rept. 97-747 (conf.) 



P.L. 97-272 — Department of Housing and Urban Develop ed t and Independent 
Agencies Appropriations, 1983 (H.R. 6956) 

H. Rept. 97-720 
S. R*pt. 97-549 
H. Rep I. 97-891 (conf.) 
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P.L. 97-276— Continuing Appropriations, 1983 (H.J. Res, 599) 

H. Rcpt. 57-834 
S. Rtpt. 97-581 
H. Rept. 97-914 (conf.) 



P.L. 97-323— Military Construction Appropriations, 1983 (H.R. 6968) 
(B. Res. 5SlT " ' 

H. Rapt. 97-726 
S. Rapt. 97-572 
H. Rett. 97-91? (conf.) 



P.I. 97-369 — Department of Transportation Appropriations, 1983 (H.R. 7019) 

H. Rept. 97-783 
S. Rept. 97-567 
H. Rept. 97-960 (conf.) 

P.L. 97-370— Departoent of Agriculture Appropriations, 1983 (H.R. 7072) 

H. Rcpt. 97-800 
S. Rept. 97-566 
H. Rept. 97-957 (conf.) 



P.L. 97-378— District of .oluabla Appropriations, 1983 (H.R. 7144)(S. 2917) 

H. Rept. 99-849 
S. Rept. 97-548 
H. Rept. 97-972 (conf.) 



I P.L. 97-377 — Further Continuing Appropriations, 1983 (H.J. Res. 631) 

H. Rept. 97-959 
[' Senate— No written report 

| H. Rept. 97-980 (conf.) 



H.R. 7205 — Departments of Labor, Health ant* Hunan Services, and Education 
and Related Agencies Appropriations, 1983 

H. Rept. 97-894 
S. Rept. 97-680 



(Funding contained under P.L. 97-276) 
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97-394— Department of Interior Appropriations, 1983 (H.R. 7356) 

H, Rept,* 97-942 

Senate— No written report 

H» Rept. 97-978 (conf.) 
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98th Congress, First Session 



P.L. 98-63— Supplemental Appropriations, 1983 (U.K. 3069) 

H. Rept. 98-207 
S. Rept* 98-148 
H. Rept 98-308 (conf.) 

P.L» 98-5 0— Department of Energy Appropriations, 1984 (H.R. 3132) 

H. pt. 98-217 
S. Rept. 98-153 
H. Rept. 98-272 (conf.) 

g.L. 98-45— Departme nt of Housing and Urban Development Appropriations. 19S4 



H. Rept 98-223 

S. Rept. 98-152 

H. Rept. 98-264 (cenf.) 



1984 (H^R 66 3222) a rt nCntS ° f Covsmttrct * Ju8l:lce » State Judiciary Appropriations , 

H. Rept. 98-232 

Senate— Ho written report 

H. Repc. 98-478 (conf.) 



H.R. 3223 — Department of Agriculture Appropriations . 1984 

H. Rept. 98-231 
S. Rept. 98-160 
H. Rept. 98-450 (conf.) 



P.L. 98- 78 — Department of Transportation Appropriations, 1984 (H.R. 3329) 

H. Rept. 98-246 
S. Rept. 98-179 
n. Sept. 98-318 (conf.) 



P.L. 98-139— D epartments of Labor, Health and Human Services an d Education 
Appropriations. 1984 (H.R. 3913) 

H. Rept. 98-357 
S. Rept. 98-247 
H. Rept. 98-422 (conf.) 
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P.L. 98-151— Purthar Continuing Appropriation, 1984 (H.J. Res. 413) 

H. Rapt. 98-520 

Senate— No written report 

H. Rept. 98-540 (conf.) 



P.L. 98-181— Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1984 (H.R. 3959) 

fl. Rept. 98-375 
S. Rept. 98-275 
H. Rept. 98-551 (conf.) 



P.L. 98-212— Department of Defense Ap p ropriations, 1984 (H.R. 4185) 

H. Rept. 98-427 
S. Rept. 98-292 
H. Ropt. 98-567 (conf.) 



98th Congress, Second Session 



P.L. 98-332— Supplemental Agriculture Appropriations 1984, (H.J. Res. 492) 

H. Rept. 98-604 
S. Rept. 98-365 
H. Rept. 98-792 (conf.) 



P.L. 98-248— Supplemental Health and Hunan Servic es Appro bations, 1984 
(H.J. Res. 493) 

H. Rept. 98-605 (conf.) 
Senate— No written report 
H. Rept. 98-632 (conf.) 



H.J. Res. 517- -Suppleaental Housing and U. ban Development Appropriations, 1984 

H. Rept. 98-630 
No additional vrltten reports) 



BoR. 5564— Supplemental Appropriations, 1984 
H. Rent. 98-729 

(No additional written repcrts) 
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P.L. 98-360 — Departaent of Energy and Wate r Develop aent Approprlationa. 1985 
<ti.R. ^ C 1 



H. Rc?t. 98-755 
S. Rept. 98-502 
<U Kept. 98-866 (conf.) 

P.L. 98-411— Departments of Coaaerce, Justice, State, and Judl c 1 ary 
Approprlationa, 1985 (H.R. 57U7 

H. Rtpt. 98-802 
S. Kept. 98-514 
H. Rept. 98-952 (coiif.) 

?»L. 98-371 — Departaent of Housing and Urban Development Appropriation . 1985 
(H.R. 5713) C£ — c * 

H. Rept. 98-803 
S. Rept. 98-506 
H. Rept. 98-867 (conf.) 

H.R. 5743— Departaent of Agriculture Approprlationa » 1985 

H. Rept. 98-809 
S. Rept. 98-566 
H. Rept. 98-1071 (conf.) 

P. L. 98-367— Legislative Branch Appropriations, 198S (H.k. 5753) 

E. Rept. 98-811 
S. Rept. 98-515 
H. Rept. 98-870 (conf.) 

H.R. 5798 — Department of Treasury Appropriations, 1985 
(S. 2853) (Coapanlon bill) 

H-> Rept- V8-830 
S. Rept. 98-562 
H. Rept. 98-993 (conf.) 

H.R. 5813 — Departoent of Transportation Appropriations, 1985 (H. Res. 524) 

H. Rept. 98-833 
H. Rept. 98-839 



23! 



9 

ERIC 



118 



CRS-81 



h,P. 5898 — Kllilary Conatructlon» 1985 

H. Rept. 98-850 
S. Rept. 98-567 



H.R. 5899 — District of Coluablt Appropriations, 1985 

H* Kept* 98-851 
S. Rept. 98-568 
H. Rept* 98-1088 (conf.) 



H.R. 5921 — Dcpartnent of Trtnsportatlon Appproprtaclona, 1985 (S. 2852) 
(Companion bill) 

H. Rept* 98-859 
S. Repc. 98-561 



H.R. 5973— Departacnt of Interior Approprl<tlona, 1985 

H. Rept. 98-886 
S. Rept* 98-578 



H.R. 6028 — Departments of Labor, Health and H»aan Services and Education 
Appropriations, 1985 (S. 2836) (Companion bill) 

H. Rept. 98-911 
S. Kept. 98-544 
H. Rept. 98-1132 (conf.) 



P.L. 98-396— Second Supplemental Appropriations, 1984 (H.R. 6040) 

H. Rept. 98-916 
S. Rept. 98-570 
H. Rept. 98-977 (conf.) 



H.R. 6237 — Foreign Aaalstance Appropriations, 198 * 
(S. 2793) (Conpanlon bill) 

H. Rept. 98-1021 
S. Rept. 98-531 
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P»L. 9g-473— Continuing Appropriations, 1985 (3-J. Res. 648) 
(S*J* Ret, 356) (Cogpanlon bill) 



*H. Rept. 98-1030 
S. Rept* 98-634 
B. Rt t. 98-1159 (confO 



B. Rept. 98-1086 
S* Rept. 98-636 










P.L* 98-441 — Continuing Appropriations, 


1985 


(H.J. 


Rea. 


653) 


Ho tcconptnylng reports 










P.L. 98-453— Continuing Appropriations, 


1985 


(H.J. 


Res. 


656) 


No accompanying reports 










P»L. 98-455 — Continuing Appropriations, 


1985 


(H.J. 


Res. 


659) 


No accompanying reports 










P.L. 98-461— Continuing Appropriations, 


1985 


(H.J. 


Res. 


663> 



No accoapanylng reports 
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99th Congreii» First Scaslon 



P.L. 99-10 — Supplemental Appropriation* (H.R. 1239) 

H. Rept. 99-2 
S. Rcpt. 99-8 
H. Rcpt. 99-29 (conf.) 



P.L. 99-88— Supplemental Appropriations, 1985 (H.R. 2577) 

H. Rept. 99-142 

S. Rept. 99-82 

H. Rept. 99-236 (conf.) 



P.L. 99-141 — Department of Energy end Water deve lopment Appropr: 
(H.R. 2959)' 

H. Rept. 99-195 
S. Rept. 99-UO 
H. Rept. 99-307 (conf.) 



P.L. 99-180 — Departoents of Cosaerce, Justice 3 State. Judiciary 
Apyreprlatlone, 1986 (H.R. 2965) 

H. Rept. 99-197 
S. Rept. 99-150 
H. Rept. 99-414 (conf.) 



H.R. 3011— Department of Interior Approprlatloce, 1986 

H. Rept. 99-205 
S. Rept. 99-141 

(See P.L. 99-190) 



H.R. 3036 — Dcpartacnte of Treasury t Putal and Ceneral governaent 
Appropriation^ 1986 

H. Rept. 99-210 
S. Rept. 99-133 
H. Rept. 99-349 (conf.) 

(See P.L. 99-190) 
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H.R. 3037— Department of Agriculture, Rural Developaent and Related 
Agencies Appropriations, 1986 

H. Rept. 99- -il 
S. Rept. 99-137 
H. kept* 99-439 (conf.) 

(See P.L. 99-190) 



P.L. 99-160— Depart a en t of Housing and Urban Development Appropriations, 1986 
(H.R. 3038) 

H. R»?t. 99-212 
S. Rept, 99-129 
H. Rept. S 5^-363 (ccaf.) 



H.R. 3067— District of Coluabla Appropriations, 1986 

H. Rept. 99-223 
S. Rept. 99-134 
S. Rept. 99-419 (conf.) 

(See P.U 99-190) 



H.R. 3228— Foreign Assistance Appropriations, 1986 
H. Rept. 99-252 
(See P.L. 99-190) 



H. R. 3244— Deparcaent of Transport at 1m Appropriations, 1986 

H. Rept. 99-256 
S. Rept. 99-152 

(See P.L. 99-190) 



P.L. 99-173— Military Construction Appropriations, 1986 (H.R. 3327) 

H. Rept. 99-275 
S. Rept. 99-168 
H. Rept. 99-380 (conf.) 
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P.L. 99*178 — Departacnts of Labor, Health and Huaan Services, and Education 
and Related Agencies Appropriations, 1986 (H.R* 3424) 

H. Rept. 99-289 
S. Rept. 99-151 
H. Rept* 99-402 (conf.) 



H.R. 3629— Department of Defense Appropriations, 1986 
H. Rept* 99-332 



P.L» 99-177 — Balanced Budget and Eaergcncy Deficit- Control Act, 1985 
(H.J. Reg* 372) 

H. Rept. 99-351 
S. Rept. 99-144 
H. Rept. 99-433 (conf.) 



P.L. 99-103— Continuing Appropriations, 1986 (H.J. Res. 388) 

H. Rept. 99-272 
S. Rept. 99-142 



P.L. 99-154 — Further Continuing Appropriations, 1986 (H.J. Res. 441) 
No accoapanylng reports 



P.L. 99-190 — Further Continuing Appropriations, 1986 (H.J. Res. 465) 

H. Rept. 99-403 
S. Rept. 99-210 
H. Rept. 99-450 (conf.) 



P.L. 99-179— Further Continuing Appropriations, 1986 (H.J. Res. 476) 
No accoapanylng reports 
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99th Congress, Second Session 



P.L. 99-243— Urgent Suppleaental Appropriations. 1987 (H.J. Res, 520) 
No accompanying reports 



P.L. 99-26 3— Urgent Suppleaental Appropriations, 1986 (H.J. Re s. 534) 
(for Agriculture) ■ 

H. Rept. 99-492 (conf.) 
Senate — No written report 
H. Rept. 99-499 (conf.) 



P.L. 99-349— Urgent Suppleaental Appropriations. 1936 (H.R. 451b^ 

H. Rept. 99-510 
S. Rept. 99-301 
H. Rept. 99-649 (conf.) 



H.R. 5052 — Military Construction Appropriations, 1987 

H. Rept. 29-648 
S. Rept. 99-368 

(See P.L. 99-500) 



H.R. 5161 — Departments of Coca^rce, Justice, State, 
Appropriations, 1986 

H. Rept. 99-669 
S. Rept. 99-425 

(See P.L. 99-500) 



H.R. 5162— Departaen c of Energy and Water Develcpaent Appropriations, 1987 

H. Rept. 99-670 
S. Rept. 99-441 

(See P.L. 99-500) 



H.R. 5175 — District of Coluabla Appropriations, 1987 

H. Rept. 99-675 
S. Rept. 99-367 

(See P.L. 99-500) 




r 
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H.R. 5177 — Departoent of Agriculture Appropriations, 1987 

H. Repc. 99-686 
S. Repc. 99-438 

(See P.L. 99-500) 



P.L. 99-272— Deficit Reduction Ancndacnts of 1985 (H.R. 3128) 

H. Rept. 9^-241 

Senate— No written report 

H. Rept. 99-453 (conf.) 

H.R. 5205— Departoent of Transportation Appropriations, 1987 

H. Rept* 99-696 
S. Rept. 99-423 
H. Rept. 99-976 (M>nf.) 

H.R. 5233— Departaents of Labor, Health and Huaan Services and Education 
Appropriations. 1987 

H. Rept. 99-711 
S. Rept. 99-408 
H. Rept. 99-960 (conf.) 

(See P.L. 99-500) 



H.R. 5234 — Departoent of Interior Appropriations , 1987 

H. Rept. 99-714 
S. Rept. 99-397 
H. Rept. 99-1002 

(See P.L. 99-500) 



H.R. 5294 — Departoent of Treasury , Postal Appropriations, 1987 

H. Rept. 99-723 
S. Rept. 99-406 

(See P.L. 99-500) 
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H.R. 5313— Departacnt of Housing and Urban Dcvelopaent, 1987 

H. Rept. 99-731 
S. Kept* 99-487 
H. Rept. 99-977 (conf.) 

(See P.L. 99-500) 

H.R. 5339— Foreign Assistance Appopriations, 1987 (S. 2824) 

H. Rept* 99-747 
S. Rept. 99-443 

(Se* P.L. 99-500) 

H.R. 5438 — Departaent of Defense Appropriations , 1987 

H. Rept. 99-793 
S. Rept. 99-446 

(See P.L. 99-500) 

P.L. 99-434— Continuing Appropriations, 1987 (a. J. Res. 743) 
Ho accoapanying reports 

P.L. 99-464— Continuing Appropriations. 1987 (H.J. Res. 750) 
No accompanying reports 

P.L. 99-465 — Continuing Appropriations, 1937 (H.J. Res. 751) 
No accompanying reports 

P.L. 99-4 91— Purther Continuing Appropriations, 1987 (H.J. Res. 753) 
Ho accoapanying reports 

P.L. 99- 500— Continuing Appropriations, 1987 (H.J. Res. 738) 

House— No initial report 

S. Rept. 99-500 

H. Rept. 99-1005 (conf.) 
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P.L. 99-509— Oamibus Budget Reconciliation Act. 1986 (H»R» 5300) 

H. Rept. 99-727 
S. Rept* 99-348 
H» Rept. 99-1012 (conf,) 

o 
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ERIC 78-792 (132) 



